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THE DEVELOPMENTS OF 
ROMAN CATHOLICISM 


CHAPTER (1 
INTRODUCTION 


IT used to be the proud boast of the Church of 
Rome that she was “Semper cadem, always the 
same. Kingdoms rose and fell, but she remained 
unshaken. The opinions of men were ever changing, 
but the doctrines of the Church of Rome remained 
unaltered throughout all the vicissitudes of human 
thought, the one thing to which men could cling 
with the unwavering confidence that it would never 
failthem. And this was the favourite line of defence 
taken by Romanist controversialists. Like Bossuet, 
they delighted to dwell on the variations of the 
Protestant Churches, and to contrast with these the 
constant, unfluctuating character of the creed of 
Rome, : 

Unfortunately for such a claim, it has to stand the 
test of historic investigation. It must establish itself 
by historic evidence. It might maintain itself to 
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some extent so long as history was more or less a 
department of imaginative literature. But when 
history was recognised to be a science whose con- 
clusions must be established by evidence, and not by 
the wishes or the feelings of the investigator, the 
claim collapsed. It was shown incontestably that 
the present position was far removed from that of 
the apostles and the Word of God. Not only so, 
but the successive steps by which the distinctive 
doctrines of the Church of Rome were reached could 
in most cases be traced in the historical documents 
which have been handed down to us from the past. 
It was evident that a new line of defence must be 
found if the Romanist was to hold his own in con- 
troversy with Protestants. But it is not easy for 
any Church to alter its whole policy, and adopt a 
new attitude on fundamental controversies, especially 
a Church that has for centuries boasted that she 
never altered her attitude, but was always the same. 
So it was long before a man arose who had the 
requisite courage and genius to make this necessary 
right-about-face movement. When John Henry 
Newman was searching for the infallible authority 
which he imagined to be necessary for stability in 
religious belief, he fancied he had found it in the 
Church of Rome. But Newman knew the history of 
the Christian Church too well to be deluded into the 
belief that the Church stood on the ground occupied 
by the primitive Church. And so he came before 
the world with his famous book, An Essay on the 
Development of Christian Doctrine. In this he 
argued that Christ never intended that His Church 
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should always teach the same thing, but had only 
entrusted to it the germs of the faith, which were to 
be afterwards developed by the Church under the 
guidance of the Holy Spirit. This view had been 
put forward tentatively by others before Newman 
advocated it, but it did not take ‘root till the genius 
of the great Oxford leader made it popular, and now 
it has become the chief controversial weapon of the 
armory of Rome. A more complete and revolu- 
tionary theological transformation it would be 
difficult to imagine. We have no longer to deal 
with the proud boast “ Semper eadem,’ but with a 
Church that acknowledges in her controversies that 
she is not what she was, but a development from the 
early Church. 

It is not necessary to deny that the Church may, 
and perhaps must, undergo a certain amount of 
development in its history. The principles of truth 
revealed to us in the Word of God, and recorded for 
our salvation, are like the facts of nature, which it is 
our duty to study and make ourselves acquainted 
with. And as science is progressive, and the appli- 
cation of scientific truths advances with growing 
knowledge, so our knowledge of divine truth should 
be progressive, and our capacity to apply these 
truths to the varying and complex circumstances of 
human life should be constantly developing more 
and more. But nature is one, and the fully 
established facts of one age cannot be contradicted 
by the discoveries of another; and what is a ground 
of salvation in the first century cannot become by 
any legitimate development a ground of eternal 
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damnation in the twentieth. So it seems to me 
that the best way to deal with those professed 
developments is to place them side by side with 
doctrines of the Word of God, and to show by the 
startling character of the contrast that the develop- 
. ment cannot be legitimate. 

The mere fact that the Roman Catholic Church and 
its theology has developed from the early Church and 
its doctrines cannot be taken as proving the validity 
of the development and as imposing the obliga- 
tion to accept these developments as authoritatively 
binding on us. For this would put us in the position 
of having to accept all the divergent developments. 
Newman felt this when he laid down certain “tests 
of true development.” But these tests were arbi- 
trarily chosen in order to include the Roman Catholic 
development and exclude others. Tried, however, 
even by his own chosen tests, the Roman Catholic 
Church and its doctrines will not stand, as will be 
seen as we study them in detail. His first test was 
“preservation of the idea.” Where is the preserva- 
tion of the idea in a Church which has developed a 
sacerdotal institution out of a communion in which 
sacerdotal ideas had absolutely no place? Another 
test was “continuity of principles.” Where is the 
continuity of principles in a development which has 
produced the most absolute monarchy the world has 
ever known out of the most democratic organisation 
we can imagine? Another was “the power of 
assimilation.” The Roman Catholic Church has 
shown wonderful power of assimilation; but is the 
assimilation legitimate that absorbs, from without, © 
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principles that are subversive of the original founda- 
tions on which the Church and its teachings were 
established ? 

The principle of development has recently come 
prominently before the public in Roman Catholic 
apologetics through the writings of Abbé Loisy, who 
has accepted the most negative critical views on the 
New Testament, and has endeavoured to reconcile 
the holding of these views and his position as a 
Roman Catholic theologian, by claiming the right of 
the Church to develop the germs of its doctrines 
which he professes to find in the New Testament 
and early Christian literature. But the Vatican has 
now recognised the dangerous character of this kind 
of apologetics, and has put his works on the Index 
and has silenced the writer. 


II 


CTA Pa ia 
THE RULE OF FAITH 


PRACTICALLY the first point that has to be decided 
in religious controversy is the court of appeal that is 
to be considered final. On this point there are no 
“variations of the Protestant Churches.’ They are 
entirely at one. Their doctrine is stated clearly in 
all their creeds. The statement of the Westminster 
Confession of Faith, the standard of the most 
numerous body of Protestants in the world, may 
suffice as a specimen. “The whole counsel of God, 
concerning all things necessary for his own glory, 
man’s salvation, faith, and life, is either expressly 
set down in Scripture, or by good and necessary 
consequence may be deduced from Scripture... . 
All things in Scripture are not alike plain in them- 
selves, nor alike clear unto all; yet those things 
which are necessary to be known, believed, and 
observed for salvation,-are so clearly propounded 
and opened in one place or another, that not only 
the learned, but the unlearned, in a due use of the 
ordinary means, may attain unto a sufficient under- 
standing of them.” 

That this is the teaching of the Scriptures there 
cannot be a doubt. The Apostle Paul, writing to his 
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friend Timothy, says: “From a babe thou hast 
known the sacred writings which are able to make 
thee wise unto salvation through faith which is in 
Christ Jesus. Every scripture inspired of God is 
also profitable for teaching, for reproof, for correction, 
for instruction which is in righteousness: that the 
man of God may be complete, furnished completely 
unto every good work” (2 Tim. iii, 15-17), Men 
are even commended in the Bible for testing the 
teaching of inspired apostles by personal study of 
the Scriptures. “ Now these were more noble than 
those in Thessalonica,.in that they (that is, the 
Bereans) received the word with all readiness, 
examining the scriptures daily, whether these things 
were so” (Acts xvii. 11). They are thus highly 
commended for not taking the words of the apostle 
on trust, but bringing his statements to the test of 
the Scriptures. That the apostle was content to be 
put to this test is seen from his exhortation to the 
Church at Thessalonica, “ Prove all things, hold fast 
that which is good.” In the same letter he says: 
“J adjure you by the Lord that this epistle be read 
unto all the brethren,” thus adjuring them to do — 
what the Church of Rome forbids with a curse. 
The Evangelist Luke, in explaining the purpose of 
his Gospel, says he wrote it that the man to whom he 
dedicated it might know the verity of those things 
in which he had been instructed; and John says 
of his Gospel: “These are written that ye may 
believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, 
and that believing ye may have life in his name.” 
The clear teaching of the Bible, then, is that the 
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Scriptures are intelligible and sufficient for salva- 
tion. 

That this was the belief of the early Church is 
evident from many facts. Whenever the gospel 
was brought to any people who did not speak the 
Greek language, in which the New Testament was 
written, it was as soon as possible translated into the 
vernacular, so that it could be read and understood 
by everyone. The Vulgate Version, which is the 
accepted Latin version of the Church of Rome at 
present, is but the revision of a version made early 
in the history of the Church, to enable those whose 
mother tongue was Latin, to read the Bible in their 
own speech. 

The same thing may be seen from the fact that 
copies of the Scriptures in the vernacular were 
placed in the churches, so that those might read 
them who could not afford to purchase a Bible in 
those days when books had to be copied with the 
pen and were consequently dear. 

That this continued to be the doctrine of the 
Church for a long time could be proved from 
numberless quotations from the Fathers. A few will 
suffice. Irenaeus, for instance, says: “We know 
that the Scriptures are perfect, as being spoken by 
the Word of God and His Spirit.” Again: “We 
have received the disposition of our salvation by no 
others, but those by whom the Gospel came to us; 
which they then preached, and afterwards by God’s 
will delivered to us in the Scriptures, to be the pillar 
and ground of our faith.” 

Athanasius :—‘ The Holy and divinely-inspired 
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Scriptures are of themselves sufficient to the 
enunciation of truth.” Again: “These are the 
fountains of salvation, that he who thirsts may be 
satisfied with the oracles contained in them. In 
these alone the doctrine of salvation is contained. 
Let no man add to or take from them.” 

Augustine :—*“ In those things which are plainly 
laid down in Scripture, all things are found, which 
embrace faith and morals.” 

The teaching, therefore, of the Scriptures, and of 
the early Church for centuries, was that the 
Scriptures can be understood by plain men, and are 
sufficient for salvation. 

Let us see now the Roman Catholic position on 
this question. We probably could not get a more 
succinct statement of it than the words of their great 
theologian Bellarmine: “The controversy between 
us and the heretics consists in two things. The first 
is that we assert, that in Scripture is not expressly 
contained all necessary doctrine, whether concerning 
faith or morals, and therefore that, besides the written 
Word of God, there is moreover needed the unwritten 
word, ze., Divine and Apostolical Tradition. But 
they teach, that all things necessary for faith and 
morals are contained in the Scriptures, and that 
therefore there is no need of the unwritten word.” 

A doctrine like this serves a twofold purpose. It 
enabled the Church of Rome to defend the gross 
corruptions that had crept into its practices and 
teachings, instead of repenting of them and re- 
forming. And what was perhaps more important, 
it made the clergy more and more a necessity. As 
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long as the appeal was to the Word of God it was 
comparatively easy to test the truth of the doctrines 
which were propounded. But traditions were on a 
different footing. They were vague and intangible. © 
It was only by the learned and the initiated that 
they could be tested. And so the priests as the 
depositories of the traditions of the Church became 
a body of some importance. They acquired an 
authority they could not otherwise have. It is a 
wise plan to suspect anything that exalts the clergy 
at the expense of the Word of God. 

No argument is required to show that this position 
is in sheer opposition to the teachings and claims of 
Scripture as explained above. But it has another 
defect which was sure to show itself sooner or later. 
It of necessity raised the question, Who should be 
the interpreter of tradition? Who was to decide 
whether there was any tradition on any specific 
subject, and if there was, what that tradition 
involved? Just as tradition supplanted the 
authority of Scripture, so it became certain that 
some other authority must ultimately supplant that 
of tradition. Tradition is not definite and tangible 
enough to remain an ultimate authority in faith. 
This development took place in the last century, 
when the Pope, on his own authority, decreed 
the doctrine of the Immaculate Conception of 
the Virgin. And when, still later, the personal 
infallibility of the Pope was decreed, the logical issue 
was reached of the process of rejecting the authority 
of God’s Word for tradition. In view of what we 
have thus seen taking place in the Church of Rome, 
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we can understand better the earnestness with which 
our Saviour denounced the Pharisees for a similar 
offence against the Word of God. “Then there 
come to Jesus from Jerusalem Pharisees and scribes, 
saying, Why do thy disciples transgress the 
tradition of the elders? ... And he answered and 
said unto them, Why do ye also transgress the 
commandment of God because of your tradition ? 
... And ye have made void the word of God 
because of your tradition” (Matt. xv. I, 2, 3, 6). 

This has brought us to the subject of the next 
chapter, “ The Infallibility of the Pope.” 


CHAP Tie kad 
THE INFALLIBILITY OF THE POPE 


Up to the year 1854 the doctrine of the Church of 
Rome was that Scripture supplemented by tradition 
was the source of the Church’s knowledge of divine 
truth, and that the Church was divinely preserved 
from error in the interpretation of truth. But on the 
8th December 1854, Pius IX. by the bull “ Ineffabilis 
Deus” defined the Immaculate Conception as a 
dogma binding on all the faithful, and did this on his 
own responsibility, without recourse to any council. 
For centuries there had been earnest discussion 
concerning the seat of the spiritual infallibility 
claimed on behalf of the Church. The Gallican 
Church and many distinguished Roman Catholic 
theologians in other parts of the Church had 
maintained that General Councils alone were the 
organs of the supposed infallibility. The Ultra- 
montane theologians held that the authority resided 
in the Pope speaking ex cathedra, But the French 
Revolution and the Concordat of Napoleon I. had 
killed the Gallican doctrine in France, and it had 
no very deep root in the other parts of the Church. 
So the Pope ventured to act on the Ultramontane 
theory. 
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But to put the matter beyond further controversy 
the Vatican Council of 1870 was summoned to 
decree the infallibility of the Pope. The ablest and 
most scholarly members of the council were opposed 
to the proposed dogma. But the majority of the 
bishops were practically pensioners of the Pope, and 
there were a large number of vacant cardinals’ hats 
to reward the obedient. So with the exercise of a 
considerable amount of manceuvring the requisite 
number of votes was secured, at the cost, however, 
of the secession of the Old Catholics, and henceforth 
the devout Roman Catholic must believe, on peril of 
eternal damnation, that the Bishop of Rome when 
speaking officially is infallible and divinely preserved 
from all error. The history of the long process by 
which this remarkable conclusion was reached forms 
one of the most interesting and instructive, if also 
one of the most saddening, departments in Church 
history. But in a short chapter it is impossible to 
trace it. I can only inquire briefly into the validity 
of this claim to infallibility, referring in passing to 
some important historical facts. 

The first objection to this claim is that it has no 
place in God’s Word. The Scripture nowhere 
promises to the Church or to any of its administrative 
or legislative organs such an infallibility as is claimed 
by the Church of Rome. Christ has promised His 
Spirit to the Church to guide it into all truth, and we 
believe that the Spirit has been in all the ages 
guiding the Church into a fuller knowledge of the 
riches of divine revelation contained in the Scriptures. 
He has promised that the gates of Hades shall not 
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prevail against the Church, and He has fulfilled the 
promise. When its enemies seemed about to 
triumph He has rescued it from destruction, and it 
is becoming more and more manifest that the 
Church of Christ (not the Church of Rome) is 
destined to triumph over all its foes, But doctrinal 
infallibility He never promised. 

The New Testament has taken pains to remind us 
that not even apostles were infallibly preserved from 
error, and we are told that the Apostle Peter, through 
whom this infallibility is said to have been handed 
down to the Bishop of Rome, fell for a time into an 
error for which he had to be sharply rebuked by 
Paul. And no one pretends that Peter had the 
grasp of Christian doctrine, or the penetrative 
insight into divine truth, or has had the influence on 
the development of Christian truth of Paul and John. 

It is claimed that the words, “ Thou art Peter, and 
upon this rock I will build my church,” give Peter 
the primacy and authority that are claimed for the 
See of Rome. But there is a sense in which the 
most violent opponent of the claims of Rome can 
without hesitation acknowledge that the Church has 
been founded on Peter. The confession that elicited 
the words of Christ on which there has been so much 
discussion was the first confession of the Messiahship 
of Christ, and he who made it became as it were the 
first stone in that spiritual temple which Christ came 
to erect. The energy of his character made him the 
natural leader of the Church in its earliest days, and 
he was honoured to be the chief instrument in the 
hands of the Spirit in leading thousands to Christ on 
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the day of Pentecost, and of throwing open the door 
of the gospel to the Gentiles, though his courage in 
this as on other occasions failed him afterwards. In 
the same sense the Apostle Paul uses the word 
“ foundation ” of all those who had been instrumental 
in the first establishment of the Church: “and are 
built upon the foundation of the apostles and 
prophets, Jesus Christ himself being the chief corner 
stone.” 

But when a man much more richly endowed in 
mind and spirit appeared in the person of Paul of 
Tarsus, the leadership of the Church passed from the 
hands of Peter, and Peter passes into comparative 
oblivion. He had prepared the way, and one better 
able to carry on the work took his place. Peter 
himself never claimed even precedence, not to 
mention authority, among his brother apostles, and 
in the only council of which the New Testament 
gives uS an account it is James and not he that 
presided. Had Christ’s statement to Peter been 
intended to convey to him the position and authority 
claimed for him by the Church of Rome, it would 
surely have been expressed with a clearness that 
could not be misunderstood. And yet it is acknow- 
ledged by candid Roman Catholics that the Greek 
and Latin Fathers are by no means unanimous in 
their interpretation of Christ’s statement. Many 
refer the words “this Rock” to Christ, more to the 
confession Peter had made, and not to the apostle 
himself. 

The doctrine of the primacy of the Church of 
Rome, derived from the Apostle Peter, had no place 
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in the early Church. Nocandid mind can any longer 
claim that Peter had anything directly to do with 
the foundation or early government of the Christian 
congregation at Rome. There is no probability that 
he was ever at Rome till shortly before his death, 
and though there is a strong presumption that he 
was martyred there, there is no direct evidence of 
even that. Stephen, Bishop of Rome in the middle 
of the third century, was the first to claim succession 
from Peter, and his claim was violently resisted all 
over the East, and also in Africa, which was then 
one of the most important parts of the Church. The 
precedence of honour of the Bishop of Rome as 
bishop of the capital of the empire was conceded, 
but throughout all the early centuries no doctrinal or 
administrative authority was acknowledged by other 
parts of the Church. But by the persistent use of the 
vast influence which its position at the heart of the 
political world and its great wealth gave it, and by 
the great ability, and even genius, possessed by some 
of its occupants, the See of Rome gradually acquired 
an unrivalled position in the Church. The establish- 
ment of the Holy Roman Empire in the person of 
Charlemagne ultimately contributed to the same end. 

But the principal factor in establishment of the 
modern Roman claims was the forged documents 
known as the Isidorian decretals. These famous 
documents first saw the light about the year 850; it 
was pretended that they had been compiled by 
Isidore, an eminent writer and ecclesiastic of the 
seventh century, and had been brought from Spain 
to Mainz by Riculfus, the archbishop of that city. 
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This collection embodies a complete series of letters 
purporting to have been written by the Popes of 
Rome from the time of Clemens Romanus down to 
that with which the collection of decretals made by 
Dionysius Exiguus begins (first half of the sixth 
century), thus filling up the entire blank, and 
affording among other things ample precedents for 
appeals to Rome similar to those against which 
protest had been often made when the practice was 
being established. When doubt was raised as to the 
genuineness of the collection, the Pope (Nicholas I.) 
did not hesitate to give the assurance that the 
originals had been lying from time immemorial in 
the Roman archives. On the basis of these forgeries 
the Popes now built up the revolution which has 
since taken place in its relation to the State and to 
the universal Church, till at last in our own time it 
has reached a point beyond which it cannot go, and 
from which it cannot resile without giving the lie to 
all its past. But though it is now generally ac- 
knowledged that these decretals are barefaced 
forgeries, no apology is forthcoming for robbing the » 
Church by such a fraud of its Christ-given freedom. 
It would be easy to show that these claims have 
not saved the Church of Rome from what are now 
seen to be gross errors, that it was not the Church 
of Rome that took the lead in establishment of 
Christian doctrine; that when the Church has been 
agitated by discussions on important matters of 
doctrine, the Pope sat quietly on the fence till one 
side in the controversy so far prevailed that it would 
be safe and politic to step down on that side and 
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pronounce that that was the divinely revealed 
tradition, without producing a secession. 

To men who are intellectually lazy and do not 
like to take the trouble of thinking things out for 
themselves, to men who shrink from the responsibility 
of facing the problems which God has placed before 
them, to men who have been through the fires of 
doubt and have been led to fancy they could have 
avoided these trials, the doctrine of the infallibility 
of the Church of Rome, an infallibility centred in 
the Bishop of Rome, sometimes comes with an 
apparent power to give mental and spiritual rest. 
But the rest is delusive. God has provided us with 
no ready-made contrivance for avoiding the difficulties 
of our position as responsible moral beings. In every 
department of life He requires us to face the problems 
that confront us, and, after taking into account all 
the factors that present themselves to us, to decide 
on our own responsibility what our duty is. No 
one can intervene between us and the moral decisions 
we have to make, and no one can come between us 
and the results of such moral decisions. God has 
given us in every department of life sufficient data 
for the decisions we are called on to make. The 
logician may call these decisions only “probable,” 
and in the sense that they have not the demonstrable 
certainty of mathematics, the description is correct. 
But there are scarcely any decisions in life which 
have any other character than that of probability, 
amounting in many things to moral certainty, and 
no other kind of certainty can be given to us in 
matters of faith even by the Church of Rome. For 
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after all the infallibility it offers to us implies in the 
last resort our own personal infallibility. For before 
we can decide on accepting the Church of Rome as 
our infallible guide, we must examine her claims to 
infallibility, and in examining these claims we have 
to depend on our own private judgment, which 
according to that Church is pre-eminently fallible 
in matters of faith and not to be trusted. If we 
decide that the Church of Rome is infallible, we 
decide in the exercise of a fallible mind, and the 
judgment we come to can have no more trustworthi- 
ness than the mind has that reached the judgment. 
Where then is the rest which is to come from a 
certainty reached in this way? 

And just as tradition dishonours the Word of God 
by implying the insufficiency of that Word, so this 
doctrine of the infallibility of the Church and of its 
representative, the Pope, dishonours the Spirit of 
God who was promised to us by Christ in His last 
hours with His disciples, a promise given not merely 
to the Church at large or to the Bishop of Rome, 
but to every believing heart that follows the 
guidance of that Spirit and walks in the light He 
gives. 

“T will pray the Father, and he shall give you 
another Comforter, that he may be with you for 
ever, even the Spirit of truth: whom the world 
cannot receive; for it beholdeth him not, neither 
knoweth him: ye know him; for he abideth with 
you, and shall be in you.... These things have 
I spoken unto you, while yet abiding with you. 
But the Comforter, even the Holy Spirit, whom the 
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Father will send in my name, he shall teach you 
all things, and bring to your remembrance all that I 
said unto you. Peace I leave with you; my peace 
I give unto you: not as the world giveth, give I 
unto you. Let not your heart be troubled, neither 
let it be fearful” (John xiv. 16, 17, 25, 26, 27). 


Ciera Re hv 
THE PRIESTHOOD 


THE most appalling development of Roman Catholi- 
cism, and the one that really lies at the root of 
all its spiritual tyranny and its corruption of divine 
truth, is its doctrine of the priesthood. It teaches 
that all men may not come freely to God, but that 
God has appointed a special class of officers in His 
Church to act as mediators between Him and men, 
and to be the channels through which He conveys 
to men the blessings of the gospel. The Roman 
Catholic Church does not shrink in its symbols and 
in its leading theologians from using the most 
blasphemous language in describing the prerogatives 
of the priesthood. The Catechism of the Council 
of Trent, in describing the position occupied by 
priests, says :— 

“Firstly: For since bishops and priests, as the 
interpreters of God, are both a kind of mediators 
who-.in His name teach men the divine law and the 
precepts of life, and sustain the part of God Himself 
on earth, it is plain that no greater function can be 
imagined than theirs; wherefore they are deservedly 
called not only angels, but even gods, since they 
have among us the power and the divinity of 


27 


DEVELOPMENTS OF ROMAN CATHOLICISM 


immortal God. Secondly: But although in every 
time they (priests) obtained the highest dignity, 
the priests of the New Testament far exceed all 
others in honour. For the power that is conferred 
on them of making as well the body and the blood 
of our Lord, and of offering, also of remitting sins, 
also surpasses human reason and intelligence, much 
less can anything equal or like it be found on 
earth... 

The reader of such a passage as this is irresistibly 
reminded of the Apostle Paul’s description of the 
man of sin: “he that opposeth and exalteth himself 
against all that is called God or that is worshipped ; 
so that he sitteth in the temple of God, setting him- 
self forth as God” (2 Thess. ii. 4). 

That the Roman Catholic Church puts the priest 
not only in the place of God, but even above Him, 
is seen in the language used of the priests by 
accredited theologians, Take for example the 
following from St. Alfonsus Liguori, one of their 
most revered teachers. In his Vzszts to the Blessed 
Sacrament (Visit xxv.) he says: “St. Paul extols 
the obedience of Jesus Christ by telling us that He 
obeyed His ‘Eternal’ Rather. unto’ death. «oe 
became obedient unto death’ (Phil. ii). But in 
this sacrament His obedience is still more wonderful, 
since He is pleased not only to obey His Eternal 
Father, but even man himself. ... Yes, the King 
of Heaven descends from His throne in obedience 
to the voice of man, and remains upon our altars, 
according to his pleasure. He is there without 
motion or apparent will, suffering Himself to be 
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carried about from place to place, and to be given 
in communion, both to the just and to sinners. 
Whilst He lived on earth He was obedient to His 
Blessed Mother and St. Joseph; but in this sacrament 
He obeys as many creatures as there are priests upon 
earth.” 

It will be necessary in subsequent chapters to deal 
in detail with different parts of this claim. It will 
be enough in this chapter to deal with the general 
claim of the priesthood of the Roman Church to be 
the only mediators between God and man, showing 
its inconsistency with Scripture and some of the 
evils it carries with it. 

No honest reader of the New Testament can find - 
any such doctrine in its pages. The doctrine of the 
New Testament is that all restrictions on the priest- 
hood are done away in the new dispensation 
introduced by Christ. The Church has_ been 
organised in order that all its functions may be 
discharged efficiently and decorously, but its officers 
are appointed to teach and administer, and are never 
called priests nor are sacerdotal functions ever 
ascribed to them, except such as are common to 
all members of the Church. This is all the more sur- 
prising when we remember that most of the writers 
of the New Testament were Jews and were steeped 
from their childhood in sacerdotal ideas and educated ~ 
in a sacerdotal system. And yet they all agree in 
presenting the gospel absolutely devoid of any 
tinge of sacerdotalism. 

The Romish doctrine of the priesthood is avowedly 
based on the Old Testament priesthood. But when 
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we study the Bible doctrine of that priesthood we 
find that it was not a primitive or essential element 
in the religion of Israel. It was introduced because 
of the defects of the people. Their original privilege 
was unrestricted access to God. But when the Law 
was being given on the mount they recoiled from 
the fellowship with a holy God to which they were in- 
vited, and said to Moses, “Speak thou with us, and 
we will hear; but let not God speak with us, lest we 
die.” And as they were not prepared for the glorious 
privilege of free access to God, He condescended 
to their imperfection, and appointed for them the 
priestly economy of the Old Testament. But this 
is treated in the Bible as a preparatory and transient 
system. The Aaronic priesthood were to be holy 
(that is, set apart exclusively to God’s service); they 
were to offer the appointed sacrifices, and on the 
ground of these sacrifices to pray for the forgiveness 
of the people they represented. But even in the 
Old Testament it was seen that this special limitation 
of the idea of holiness was only preparatory, and 
that in the new dispensation the bells on the horses 
would be as holy as those on the priest’s ephod, and 
the utensils in every house in Jerusalem as sacred 
as the vessels in the Temple. It was seen, too, that 
the sacrifices offered by the priests were only 
symbolical and preparatory of the sacrifice which 
the Servant of God, on whom God would lay the 
iniquity of us all, would offer, and that the closest 
intercourse with God would be realised by all. 

Even under the priestly system of the Old Testa- 
ment, there was no real barrier to the intercourse of 
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the penitent heart with God, or to the direct contact 
of God with the hearts of those who loved Him. 
The Psalms show us the fellowship of devout hearts 
with God and give hardly a hint of sacerdotal inter- 
vention. And when God spoke to His people it was 
not through the priests but through the prophets, a 
large part of whose work seemed to be to keep the 
priests up to the standard they should have reached, 
and prevent them from injuring the spiritual life of 
the people by excessive devotion to ritual. 

When we read the New Testament we find one 
book, the Epistle to the Hebrews, devoted almost 
exclusively to the task of showing that the Old 
Testament priesthood and sacrifices had been realised 
by Christ and superseded by Him. That Epistle 
pulverises every assumption on which the Roman 
Catholic doctrine of the priesthood is erected. That 
doctrine teaches that priests are the necessary 
mediators of the New Testament Church. The 
Epistle to the Hebrews says: “He (Christ) is the 
mediator of the new testament.” “Having then a 
great high priest who hath passed through the 
heavens, Jesus the Son of God, let us hold fast our 
confession. For we have not a high priest that 
cannot be touched with the feeling of our infirmities ; 
but one that hath been in all points tempted like as 
we are, yet without sin. Let us therefore draw near 
with boldness unto the throne of grace, that we may 
receive mercy, and find grace to help in time of 
need.” The Church of Rome insists on the need 
of the ministrations of the priesthood to obtain the 
remission of sin by the continual offering of Christ 
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on the altar. The Epistle to the Hebrews contrasts 
the priesthood of Christ with such a doctrine: “ By 
which will we have been sanctified through the 
offering of the body of Jesus Christ once forall. And 
every priest indeed standeth day by day ministering 
and offering oftentimes the same sacrifices, the 
which can never take away sins: but he (Christ), 
when he had offered one sacrifice for sins for ever, 
sat down on the right hand of God; from henceforth 
expecting till his enemies be made the footstool of 
his feet. For by one offering he hath perfected for 
ever them that are sanctified. And the Holy Ghost 
also beareth witness to us: for after that he said, 
This is the covenant that I will make with them after 
those days, saith the Lord; I will put my laws in 
their heart, and. upon their mind will I write them; 
and their sins and their iniquities will I remember 
no more. Now where remission of these is, there 
is no more offering for sin.” See Hebrews, chaps. 
ix. and x. | 

We have seen that the Church of Rome dishonours 
the Word of God by its doctrine of tradition, and 
dishonours the work of the Holy Spirit by its 
doctrine of the infallibility of the Pope. We see 
now that it dishonours the priesthood and sacrifice 
of Christ by its doctrine of the priesthood. If the 
Epistle to the Hebrews is trustworthy in asserting the 
perfection and sufficiency of Christ’s priesthood and 
sacrifice, there is no need to supplement them by 
any human institution. “There is one God, and one 
mediator of God and men, the man Christ Jesus.” 
“ So Christ also having been once offered to bear the 
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sins of many.” The Douay Bible on the text which 
I am quoting, in the edition published by the 
authority “of the Catholic Archbishops and Bishops 
of Ireland,’ has this note on the word “exhaust,” 
whichit uses for.“ bear” of the A.V.: “That is, to 
empty or draw out to the very bottom, by a plentiful 
and perfect redemption.” If our sins are exhausted 
to such an extent by the sacrifice offered by our 
great High Priest, Jesus Christ, where is the need 
for the priesthood of the Church of Rome? 

But the doctrine of the Church of Rome on this 
subject is not only derogatory to the dignity of 
Christ, our High Priest, but it robs the Church of 
its Christ-given prerogative. There is a priesthood 
in the New Testament Church, the universal 
priesthood of believers. The Apostle Peter in his 
Ist Epistle says to those whom he addresses: “ Ye are 
an elect race, a royal priesthood, an holy nation, a 
people for God’s own possession, that ye may shew 
forth the excellencies of him who called you out of 
darkness into his marvellous light.” The Apostle 
John in the beginning of the Apocalypse says that 
Christ “hath loved us, and loosed us from our-sins by 
his blood, and he made us to be a kingdom, to be 
priests unto his God and Father.’ Here is the 
great privilege conferred on the believer in the new 
dispensation. The priesthood has been realised in 
its perfection in Christ, who alone could offer up a 
sacrifice that could take away sin. But the position 
and privilege has been conferred by Christ on every 
true believer of being a priest to God as far as it is 
possible for man to hold the office. 
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Every true Christian is now holy—a “saint,” one 
of Paul’s favourite names for a Christian. We all 
have freedom of access to God, unlimited by any 
human mediatorship, and we can all offer to Him 
the sacrifice of a broken spirit and a contrite heart, 
the sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving; we can 
present our bodies a living sacrifice, holy, acceptable 
to Him, which is our reasonable service. The Roman 
Catholic doctrine of a separate priesthood in the 
Church has resulted in a twofold ethical standard, 
a higher for the priest and a lower for the laity, and 
has thus lowered the moral tone of the Church. 
The New Testament doctrine of a universal priest- 
hood in which every true believer shares, and which 
is the fundamental doctrine of Protestantism, ennobles 
and sanctifies every department of human life by 
teaching that every Christian is a priest, and that 
everything he does may be made a priestly service 
to God. It does away with the unscriptural dis- 
tinction between what is sacred and what is secular, 
and makes all life sacred. And it calls forth all that 
is best in human nature by setting every man face 
to face with God as one who has the right to lay 
bare his soul before his Maker, and receive direct 
from God His pardon and His grace, and by 
making every redeemed soul a directly appointed 
agent and representative of God in the proclamation 
of the gospel and the reclamation of the world. 
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No more startling development has taken place in 
the Roman Catholic Church than the transformation 
of the simple and beautiful ordinance of the Lord’s 
Supper into the Romish mass, But this subject is 
too large to be dealt with briefly. We must confine 
ourselves in this chapter to one portion of it, and 
deal here only with the doctrine of transubstantia- 
tion. That doctrine is that when a duly appointed 
priest, in the proper form and with proper intention, 
pronounces over the elements the words of consecra- 
tion, those material elements cease to be what they 
were, namely, bread and wine, and become the real 
body, soul, and divinity of our Lord Jesus Christ; 
and that the whole body, soul, and divinity are in 
every particle of the bread and wine; and that while 
the accidents, that is the external qualities by which 
we recognise the bread and wine to be such, remain, 
the substances which these indicated before the 
consecration of the elements have disappeared, and 
their place has been taken by the body, soul, and 
divinity of Christ. 

There are four accounts of the institution of the 
Lord’s Supper in the New Testament. Let us take 
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the one given by the Apostle Paul and place it 
beside the Romanist doctrine of transubstantiation. 
I quote 1 Cor. xi. 23-25: “For I received of the 
Lord that which also I delivered unto you, how 
that the Lord Jesus in the night in which he 
was betrayed took bread; and when he had given 
thanks, he brake it, and said, This is my body, 
which is for you: this do in remembrance of 
me. In like manner also the cup, after supper, 
saying, This cup is the new covenant in my blood: 
this do, as oft as ye drink it, in remembrance of 
me: 

The Roman Catholic defends his doctrine by 
saying that when Christ said, “This is my body,” 
He meant His words to be understood literally. But 
the verb “to be” is constantly used in every language 
as equivalent to “represent.” In the Bible it is 
frequently so used. Christ Himself says, “I am 
the vine,” “I am the door,” etc. Paul says of the 
rock from which Moses gave drink to the Israelites, 
“That rock was Christ.” Besides, if the word “is” 
is to be taken literally in one part of the account of 
the institution it must be taken literally throughout, 
and the words, “ This cup is the new covenant in my 
blood,” must mean that the cup which the Saviour 
handed to His disciples was there and then changed 
into an immaterial thing, namely, the new covenant 
which was to be established in His blood instead of 
the old covenant which He was doing away. The 
absurdity of such a transubstantiation, if the turning 
of a substance into a non-substance can be so called, 
is self-evident. The word must be taken literally in 
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both or in neither. The figurative use is the only 
one that gives sense to the passage. 

Roman Catholics also have recourse to the passage 
in His Capernaum sermon, in which our Lord speaks 
of the necessity of eating His flesh and drinking His 
blood. “ Jesus therefore said to them, Verily, verily, 
I say unto you, Except ye eat the flesh of the Son of 
man, and drink his blood, ye have no life in 
yourselves.” But this cannot refer to the Lord’s 
Supper, which was not instituted for a considerable 
time afterwards. And, besides, not even the Roman 
Catholic holds that the Eucharist is necessary to 
salvation, which it must be if this passage refers to 
it. And Jesus Himself explains what He means by 
this eating and drinking: “I am the bread of life: 
he that cometh to me shall not hunger; and he that 
believeth on me shall never thirst.” It is by faith, 
and not by chewing, that we feed on Him. It was 
felt by the Council of Trent, when formulating this 
doctrine, that the idea of eating the living body of 
the Redeemer was loathsome, and they considered it 
necessary to explain that it was for this reason that 
the accidents of the bread and wine were allowed to 
remain when the substance was changed. “ For 
since, from the common nature of men; it is specially 
abhorrent to be fed with the food of human flesh, or 
with a draught of blood, He most wisely caused that 
the most holy body and blood should be administered 
to us under the appearance of these things, namely, 
of bread and of wine, by the daily and common 
sustenance of which we are specially gratified. And, 
moreover, there are combined these two advantages : 
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first, we are saved from the calumnies of the infidels, 
which we could not easily avoid, if we were seen to 
eat our Lord under His proper appearance; the 
other is that, while we so partake of the body and 
blood of our Lord in such a manner, however, that, 
though truly it cannot be perceived by the senses, 
this is of the greatest efficacy in increasing faith in 
our souls” (Cat. Concil. Trid., pars ii. cap. iv. 
§ xlvi.). But how are the calumnies of infidels to be 
avoided in this way, when those infidels are publicly 
informed that it is not really bread and wine that 
are taken, but the real body, soul, and divinity of the 
Redeemer? And the doctrine does make a large 
enough demand on the unreasoning credulity of its 
adherents; but whether that is the way to increase 
our faith is quite another matter. When our Lord 
speaks of the need of eating His flesh and drinking 
His blood, He intended to bring forcibly before His 
hearers the truth, that the faith demanded of them 
was a faith that took hold of the fact of His incarna- 
tion and atonement for sin, and that appropriated 
these great truths for their spiritual sustenance. 

The doctrine is philosophically absurd. It is 
impossible to believe that the underlying substance 
can be changed, and the “ accidents” that belong to 
the substance remain unaltered. And it is im- 
possible to believe that the whole body and blood of 
Christ can be in every particle of the consecrated 
bread and wine. We can understand that a spiritual, 
omnipresent Being can be present in all His divine 
power in every place. But that the human body of 
Christ can be not merely omnipresent, but wholly 
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present in every particle of the consecrated elements 
in every place is inconceivable. 

The doctrine of transubstantiation is contrary to 
the evidence of our senses. There are such things as 
illusions of the senses. But there are abundant 
means of testing these illusions by investigation and 
comparison. The evidence of the senses when duly 
tested and authenticated cannot be illusive. Our 
senses have been given to us as the means by which 
we obtain our knowledge of all matters that come 
within their range, and no theorising, or philoso- 
phising, or appeals to unreasoning credulity can get 
away from the distinct evidence of our senses. Our 
senses, confirmed by every test which it is possible 
for us to apply, testify that the elements are still 
bread and wine after the consecration as well as 
before. And from this it is impossible for us to get 
away without surrendering our God-given reason. 
If our senses are not to be believed, what are Roman 
Catholics to do when their teachers propound to 
them this doctrine? Are they to believe their ears, 
but not to believe their eyes and other senses, which 
are no less trustworthy, and which tell them that the 
doctrine is false? If the evidence of the senses is 
not to be trusted, we are plunged in universal 
scepticism. 

The doctrine of transubstantiation is not the 
doctrine of either the primitive or the early Church. 
Its history can be distinctly traced from century to 
century. Leading theologians took different views, 
and debated the subject from different standpoints, 
till at last the present view was accepted and made a 
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condition of salvation. But it was not made an 
article of faith till the fourth Lateran Council, held in 
the year 1215. What might be rejected without 
spiritual danger before that date must now be 
accepted on peril of eternal damnation. 

The absurdity of the doctrine is seen also in the 
absurd and sometimes disgusting discussions to 
which it has given rise, such as: In what sense can it 
be said that the body of Christ is actually broken 
together with the bread? Do mice partake of the 
body of Christ if they happen to eat a consecrated 
wafer? What should be done with a fly if it chance 
to fall into the wine before it is consecrated, and 
what if it fall in after consecration? Does the body 
of Christ become corrupted in the digestive processes 
of the communicant; and if not, when do the 
elements cease to be the body of Christ and revert 
to their original substances? And so on. A 
doctrine which leads to such discussions stands 
self-condemned. 

The Scriptures, instead of being given to make us 
wise unto salvation, must have been intended to 
deceive us, if a doctrine such as this, which, if true, is 
of vital importance, is revealed in only one passage, 
and is got there only by a forced interpretation of a 
single word. It is not thus that God deals with men 
in His Word. 

This doctrine has been brought prominently under 
the notice of the public by the controversy over the 
King’s oath. It is well that occasionally the main 
issues of the controversy between Protestants and 
Romanists should be placed before both with 
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unmistakable distinctness. Here we have an un- 
mistakable test by which to try whether a man is a 
Protestant or not. If the doctrine of transubstanti- 
ation is true, then the wafer the priest has consecrated 
is the true body, blood, soul, and divinity of our 
Redeemer, and should be worshipped, and it is 
blasphemy to deny it. This Roman Catholics make 
perfectly clear by unhesitatingly calling Protestants 
blasphemers for denying the doctrine. But, on the 
other hand, if this doctrine is false, then it is equally 
clear that the elements, whether consecrated or not, 
are only bread and wine, and that it is idolatry to 
worship them, and every Protestant who has any 
convictions on the subject believes Roman Catholics 
to be idolaters for worshipping the host. To bandy 
these strong words “blasphemers” and “idolaters” 
continually is unnecessary. But when the occasion 
occurs which calls for the distinct statement of belief, 
nothing is gained on either side by blinking the 
issue. Roman Catholics, however much they may 
dislike the use of strong terms to describe the 
fundamental beliefs of Protestantism, never shrink 
from strong terms themselves. Intelligent heathen, 
when charged with the idolatry of worshipping the 
work of their own hands, frequently retort that a 
large section of the Christian Church are worse 
idolaters than they are, for they only use the idol as 
a symbol of the deity it represents, and worship the 
god behind the image, while the Roman Catholic 
worships the very bread he bakes and the wine he 
makes; and it is difficult to meet such a retort. 
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THE developments of Roman Catholicism displayed 
in its doctrines of the priesthood and of transub- 
stantiation have been dealt with in the two preceding 
chapters. The sacrifice of the mass next calls for 
attention. The Lord’s Supper in the Church of 
Rome has long ceased to be a sacrament only or 
chiefly commemorative of the redemptive sacrifice 
of Christ, and has become in its teaching a repetition 
and continuation of that sacrifice. That Church 
teaches that the priest in the mass presents a sacri- 
fice for the living and the dead, and that in it the 
atoning sacrifice of Christ is daily renewed and con- 
tinued in the worship of the Church. 

The course of the development which has effected 
such a startling transformation can be clearly traced 
in the documents that have come down to us from 
the earlier centuries of the history of the Church. 
In the New Testament we are distinctly taught 
that Christ presented Himself to God as a sacrifice 
once for all for the sin of the world, and in so doing 
abrogated all the propitiatory rites of the Old Testa- 
ment ritual. The priestly idea is retained in the 
New Testament, as perhaps it must be in any religion. 
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But the priesthood is no longer restricted. It is the 
right of every Christian. And the sacrifices it offers 
up are not propitiatory. They are spiritual sacrifices 
(1 Pet. ii. 5), beneficence and almsgiving (Heb. xiii. 
16), the consecration of the body as a reasonable 
service (Rom. xii. 1), the visiting of widows and 
orphans, and keeping one’s self unspotted from the 
world (Jas. i. 27), maintenance of the preachers 
of the gospel (Phil. iv. 18), faith (Phil. ii. 17). No 
propitiatory act is ever ascribed to the universal 
priesthood of believers in the New Testament. 

The most ancient Church fathers saw in the 
Levitical sacrificial system only temporary legal 
arrangements under which the servile disposition 
of the people was educated for spiritual freedom, 
_ and in which the religious idea could not be realised ; 
the true sacrifices were for them a sanctified heart 
and life, faith, obedience, righteousness, 

The introduction of the sacrificial idea got con- 
nected with the Lord’s Supper in a very simple way. 
In the apostolic age the Lord’s Supper was associated 
with a love feast which had later, for various reasons, 
to be abandoned. To these twofold congregational 
feasts the members made contributions of bread and 
wine in proportion to their means. Even after the 
separation of the love feasts from the communion 
these contributions continued, the voluntary gifts 
of bread and wine being used partly for the com- 
munion service and partly for the relief of the poor. 
These gifts, which were called offerings, were pre- 
sented to God in prayer as representatives of His 
gifts to men for their nourishment, and thanks were 
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given to Him for His earthly blessings, and for the 
spiritual blessing of salvation through the sufferings 
of Christ represented by the Lord’s Supper. The 
distinction between this eucharistic offering and 
the Romish mass is self-evident; not the body 
and blood of Christ, but bread and wine were the 
materials of the offering; this was a congregational, 
not a clerical act; a thank-offering, not a propitiatory 
sacrifice. The early Christian references to offering 
and sacrifice in connection with the Lord’s Supper 
are in this sense. 

An important change, however, came when the 
bishops and presbyters had a special priesthood 
ascribed to them. This dignity and its functions 
could not be drawn from the New Testament. It 
was from the Mosaic economy this idea was intro- 
duced into the New Testament Church. And when 
a Mosaic priesthood was ascribed to the office-bearers 
of the Christian Church, Mosaic sacrifices had to be 
found for them too. But even when the idea of a 
propitiatory sacrifice came to be associated with the 
Lord’s Supper, for a considerable time all that was 
really meant by the sacrificial language used was 
that the elements by consecration became symbols 
of the body and blood of Christ. A step had, how- 
ever, been taken in the wrong direction, and the 
Church wandered on in that direction till it found 
itself entangled in all the blasphemy and idolatry 
of the mass. From imitating the sacrifice of Christ 
it passed to repeating it; from offering symbols of 
the sacrifice, it passed to offering the body and 
blood of Christ Himself; from consecrating the 
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symbols, it passed to transubstantiating them; the 
overseer of the congregation, from being the 
representative of the people in an act of worship 
in which he led their devotions, passed into a re- 
production of Christ Himself, claiming divine power 
to call Christ, body, soul, and divinity from heaven, 
and keep Him upon the altar while he pleased; from 
being a commemorative feast, in which the congre- 
gation joined together to proclaim the Lord’s death 
till He come, and the person of the president was 
immaterial, the Supper became an atoning sacrifice 
at which the sacrificing priest was essential and the 
presence of the congregation quite unnecessary; 
from being an ordinance in which Christ and the 
benefits of the new covenant were represented, and 
applied by faith to believers, it became a magical 
transaction by means of which the unforgiven sins 
of the dead could be atoned for and removed. Many 
attempts were made to resist this downward 
tendency, but as the Church had abandoned the 
guidance of the Word of God it became impossible 
to arrest the descent. 

It seems almost a waste of time to point out in 
detail the utter incongruity between such teaching 
as Rome forces on her unthinking devotees on this 
subject and the teaching of the New Testament. 
It shows of what strange inconsistencies the human 
mind may be guilty that the Church of Rome should 
accept the Epistle to the Hebrews as canonical and 
yet build its whole system on principles that that 
book has demolished and pulverised. That Epistle 
teaches that sacrifices cannot be effective that need 
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to be repeated, and that the superiority of Christ’s 
sacrifice is that He has offered up Himself once for 
all. The teaching of the Church of Rome is that 
the sacrifice on the cross and the sacrifice of the 
mass is one and the same. And yet when they are 
compared essential differences are discernible. In 
the one there is a sacrifice with blood, “and without 
shedding of blood there is no remission of sin,” in 
the other an “unbloody sacrifice”; in the one it is 
Christ Himself who offers, in the other a priest re- 
presenting Him; in the one it is Christ Himself who 
is offered, in the other bread and wine temporarily, 
according to Romish doctrine, transubstantiated for 
the purpose. 

If both sacrifices have the same atoning efficacy, 
the question arises, By which is the sin of the world 
atoned for, and what is the relation of the one to 
the other? This difficulty was felt at the Council 
of Trent, and several members wished to prevent 
a statement being inserted in the decrees that Christ 
had appointed a sacrifice in the Lord’s Supper. 
The Bishop of Veglia warned them that no one 
could be of the absurd opinion that if Christ had 
not died on the cross after the Lord’s Supper the 
world would have been redeemed; and also that 
the atoning sacrifice could not begin in the Lord’s 
Supper and be completed on the cross, since only 
a completed sacrifice is a real one. But Lainez, 
the General of the Jesuits, carried through a decree 
defining the institution of the Lord’s Supper as a 
real sacrificial act. 

It is taught by the decrees of the Council of Trent 
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that the daily sacrifice of the mass is for the remission 
of those sins which are committed by us daily. 
But where is the sense of appointing a sacrifice to 
apply to us the benefits of another sacrifice with 
which it is at once identical and yet different? There 
is no indication in the Word of God that the atone- 
ment made by Christ on the cross needs supplement- 
ing in order that the benefits of it may be made 
available. “The blood of Jesus, God’s Son, cleanseth 
us from all sin”; “If we confess our sins he is 
faithful and just to forgive us our sins, and to cleanse 
us from all unrighteousness,” says the Apostle John. 
“Far be it from me to glory, save in the cross of our 
Lord Jesus Christ, through which the world hath 
been crucified unto me, and I unto the world,” cries ° 
the Apostle Paul. “Ye were redeemed, not with 
corruptible things, with silver and gold, from your 
vain manner of life handed down from your fathers; 
but with precious blood, as of a lamb without blemish 
and without spot, even the blood of Christ,” says the 
Apostle Peter. Such statements as these leave no 
room, and no need, for any supplementary sacrifice 
to complete the effect of a sacrifice so perfect in 
its results. The whole doctrine of the mass is a 
blasphemous indignity offered to the all-sufficient 
sacrifice of our Redeemer. 

It is not necessary to dwell at length on the 
subsidiary corruptions of the Lord’s Supper as 

developed in the doctrine of the mass. The Lord’s 
- Supper as at first appointed was a social ordinance 
in which the congregation joined together in com- 
memorating the death of Christ; and as there is 
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absolutely no reference to the person who presided, 
the person of the president cannot be of any essential 
importance. In the Church of Rome the sacrificing 
priest is all in all in the ordinance; the presence 
of the congregation unnecessary; and masses are 
offered in which the priest alone is present. Where 
is there in the New Testament, or in any document 
of the early Church, the shadow of a foundation for 
such an arrangement? 

The cup is now denied to the laity, a number of 
frivolous reasons being given for the denial, all 
arising out of the unscriptural doctrine of tran- 
substantiation. A copy of the Douay Testament 
with notes, issued with the imprimatur of the Irish 
Roman Catholic Hierarchy, has this note on 1 Cor. 
xi. 28 (“ But let a man prove himself: and so let him 
eat of that bread, and drink of the chalice”): 
“< Drink of the chalice’ This is not said by way of 
command, but by way of allowance, viz., where and 
when it is agreeable to the practice and discipline of 
the Church.” This is merely barefaced prevarication. 
If the words “ Let him drink of the chalice” are not 
given by way of command, then neither are the 
words “Let him eat of that bread,” and the obliga- 
tion to partake of the Lord’s Supper is done away, 
and the whole doctrine of the mass with it. Man’s 
salvation can have no connection with an ordinance 
prescribed merely by way of allowance. 

Again, it is taught that these masses are effective 
for the remission of the sins of the dead. I shall 
have more to say on this subject when we come to 
deal with the subject of Purgatory. It is enough to 
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say here that such teaching strikes morality at the 
most vital point—the concurrence of the will, and 
that there is no hint in the Bible of any connection 
between this sacrament and the forgiveness of sins 
in the unseen world, even if such forgiveness were 
possible; and as these masses for the dead are 
scarcely ever performed, except when the _per- 
formance is handsomely paid for, the beautiful 
ordinance in which rich and poor were to sit 
together in a position of equality as their Lord’s 
guests, becomes a means of discriminating between 
those who can pay for the remission of their friends’ 
sins and those who cannot. Could anything be 
more opposed to the spirit of Christ? 


CHa tei ey ask 
THE CONFESSIONAL 


OF the many chains by which the Romish priesthood 
has endeavoured to enslave the minds of men, there 
is none so disastrous as their teaching that they 
have the power transferred to them by God of 
forgiving men’s sins. This forms part of their 
doctrine of the sacrament of penance. According 
to the teaching of the Church of Rome, this sacra- 
ment is composed of three parts, contrition, con- 
fession, and satisfaction on the side of the penitent, 
and absolution on that of the priest. True sorrow 
for sin is an emotion wrought in us by God’s Spirit 
enabling us to see sin as God sees it, and to turn 
from it. But the contrition that is necessary for the 
sacrament of penance need be only the natural 
emotion of fear of punishment and of shame for 
what we have done. It is easily seen that this is 
a very inadequate representation of the Biblical 
‘doctrine of repentance, which includes a change of 
heart or of moral disposition. But on this there is 
not space here to dwell. The doctrine of satisfaction 
I reserve for a later chapter. Let us here see the 
doctrine of the Church of Rome on the subject of 
Confession and Absolution. That doctrine is that 
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God has appointed the Romish priesthood to be 
the judges of men’s lives, and has transferred to 
them His authority to forgive sins, and that every- 
one is bound to confess periodically to them his sins, 
and that no mortal sin can be forgiven that is not 
confessed to the priest, and that when the priest 
pronounces absolution he does not do so merely 
declaratively as one who has been appointed to 
proclaim the conditions on which God will forgive 
sin, but judicially and effectively. 

A claim so audacious as this and so appalling in 
its consequences shauld be established by proofs so 
cogent that they could not be refuted, before men 
are asked to crush their manhood and lay their 
moral responsibility at the feet of a fellow-man, frail 
and sinful like themselves. But when we examine 
the foundations on which it is built we find they 
are altogether too weak to bear such a superstructure. 
The most important Scriptural proof that is adduced 
in support of this astounding doctrine is John xx. 
22, 23: “And when he had said this, he breathed on 
them, and saith unto them, Receive ye the Holy 
Ghost: whose soever sins ye forgive, they are 
forgiven unto them; and whose soever sins ye 
retain, they are retained.” The first thing to be 
noted in connection with these words is that what- 
ever power or authority they convey was conveyed 
to the Church at large and not merely to the 
ministry. When we compare the passage with the 
parallel one in Luke, we find that those to whom the 
Lord appeared and to whom He used these words 
were “the eleven and they that were with them.” 
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As the Eleven were the only officials then in the 
Church (if indeed they can be called officials), “ they 
that were with them” must be the ordinary followers 
of Christ, those who were in the habit of assembling 
with the Eleven during the interval between the 
resurrection and the ascension, and apparently 
included a number of women. In the next place, a 
comparison of the words with the same parallel 
passage shows that what our Lord meant was the 
proclaiming to men of the conditions of salvation. 
Luke’s words are: “That repentance and remission 
of sins should be preached in his name among all 
nations.” Christ has left the Church and _ its 
individual members to be His representatives on 
earth and to make His salvation known to all, and 
the solemn fact stands before us, that the reception 
of that salvation depends to some extent at least on 
the faithfulness of the members in the discharge 
of this great duty. But no power of judicial for- 
giveness of sin has been delegated to men. If this 
power were conveyed in the words quoted, it would 
have constituted the most awful and important 
endowment of the apostles, and one which would 
have been manifested in the forefront of their work, 
and yet there is not the remotest indication that 
the apostles ever dreamt that they possessed such 
a solemn function. 

Again, Matt. xviii. 18 is frequently quoted to 
sustain these priestly claims. As the passage has 
so often been taken apart from the context that 
explains it, it is important to see it in its context. 
Beginning at the 15th verse, the words of our Lord 
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are: “And if thy brother sin against thee, go, shew 
him his fault between thee and him alone: if he hear 
thee, thou hast gained thy brother. But if he hear 
thee not, take with thee one or two more, that at 
the mouth of two witnesses or three every word may 
be established. And if he refuse to hear them, tell 
it unto the church: and if he refuse to hear the 
church also, let him be unto thee as the Gentile and 
the publican. Verily I say unto you, What things 
soever ye shall bind on earth shall be bound in 
heaven; and what things soever ye shall loose on 
earth shall be loosed in heaven. Again I say unto 
you, that if two of you shall agree on earth as 
touching anything that they shall ask, it shall be 
done for them of my Father which is in heaven.” 
In this important passage there are several things 
evident: (1) The words have no reference whatever 
to the forgiveness of sins by a priest, but to the way 
in which quarrels among the members of the Christian 
Church are to be arranged. (2) It lays down the 
principle that if private efforts to settle such disputes 
fail, the congregation to which they belong should be 
the final arbitrator. (3) If one of the disputants 
refuse to accept the decision of the congregation, the 
other should deal with him as with a Gentile or a 
publican ; and how Christ would have us deal with 
such is easily seen from the way He dealt with them 
Himself, and by such discourses of His as the parable 
of the Prodigal Son. (4) That in deciding such dis- 
putes the Church is to remember that it is virtually 
deciding whether a man is to be treated as a member 
of the Church or not, and that all such disciplinary 
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administration is to be carried out in a solemn 
manner as by those who are God’s representatives 
in the administration of the affairs of the Church on 
earth. (5) That the words cannot be taken without 
condition. It is frequently our Lord’s practice to 
state a truth in a bold, paradoxical way to force it 
on the attention of His hearers, leaving them to 
assume or~ find elsewhere in His teaching the 
necessary conditions and limitations. The passage 
contains an undoubted instance of this mode of 
teaching. He says in the words that immediately 
follow: “If two of you shall agree on earth as 
touching anything that they shall ask, it shall be 
done for them of my Father which is in heaven.” 
No one, I suppose, ever dreamt of taking these words 
without limit or condition. In them the Saviour 
states in a strong way the great value of united 
prayer, and leaves the necessary conditions to be 
inferred or found in other parts of His teaching. 
And so with the words that immediately precede 
these. The power of the Church in its disciplinary 
functions is not unlimited and unconditional. It can 
only bind to and loose from its membership on the 
conditions laid down in God’s Word, and if it does 
not adhere to these conditions its act is null and 
void. (6) Whatever the authority may be that is 
conveyed in the words belongs to the “ Church,” that 
is, the congregation, and not to priests or any other 
office-bearers as such. The disciplinary power of 
the Church belongs to its members collectively, and — 
is in the hands of its office-bearers only by delegation. 
The universal priesthood of the members of the 
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Church of Christ carries with it the right to exer- 
cise and control all the powers of discipline which 
Christ has committed to it. In the important case 
of Church discipline which is dealt with in the 
2nd Epistle to the Corinthians, the Apostle Paul lays 
on the members of the Church at Corinth the respon- 
sibility of excommunicating and, on evidence of 
repentance, of restoring the sinful member, and 
makes no mention whatever of any office-bearers. 
When properly understood, no passage could cut 
more decisively at the root of all sacerdotal claims 
to exclusive rights of Church discipline, and much 
more at the audacious claim to divine rights of 
judging and forgiving sin. 

The verse in the Epistle of James which is some- 
times quoted in favour of auricular confession, 
“ Confess your sins one to another,” has no bearing 
on the subject. It is apparently a reminiscence of 
the passage just quoted, and gives the same teaching 
about the duty of acknowledging our faults to those 
whom we have offended. And it is just as obligatory 
on a priest to confess to a layman the sins he has 
committed against him as for a layman to confess to 
the priest the faults he may have committed against 
him. 

But not only is the confessional devoid of the 
Scriptural support that is sought for it, it is contrary 
to the plain teaching of the Bible that it is God’s 
right and His alone to forgive sin. It is to Him 
_ that the penitent goes in the Bible when his heart is 
heavy with the burden of sin, and from Him alone 
he looks for pardon. “I acknowledged my sin unto 
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thee, and mine iniquity have I not hid: I said, I 
will confess my transgressions unto the Lord; and 
thou forgavest the iniquity of my sin” (Ps. xxxii. 5). 
“Have mercy upon me, O God, according to thy 
lovingkindness: according to the multitude of 
thy tender mercies blot out my _ transgressions, 
Wash me throughly from mine iniquity, and cleanse 
me from my sin. ... Against thee, thee only, have 
I sinned, and done that which is evil in thy sight. 
... Purge me with hyssop, and I shall be clean; 
wash me, and I shall be whiter than snow” (Ps. li. 
U2 Ay 7 eae Out ‘ofthe depths haveriecticiasnce 
thee, O Lord. Lord, hear my voice: let thine ears 
be attentive to the voice of my supplications. If 
thou, Lord, shouldest mark iniquities, O Lord, who 
shall stand? But there is forgiveness with thee, that 
thou mayest be feared” (Ps. cxxx. 1-4). These 
verses from the Book of Psalms show us that even in 
the Old Testament, in which there was a priestly 
class, they had no privilege of forgiveness, but that 
the penitent went direct to God with his confession 
of sin, and had direct forgiveness, and not a for- 
giveness mediated by men. And surely the position 
of the New Testament is higher than that of the Old. 
And the liberty that was in the possession of the 
Jew has not been taken from the Christian. The 
only confession the New Testament knows any- 
thing of, apart from the mutual acknowledgment of 
the faults we commit against one another, is 
confession direct to God Himself. 

The attitude which the confessional teaches men 
to assume towards a fellow-man who has arrogated to 
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himself this appalling power of forgiving sin is 
contrary to the teaching of the Bible. Even when 
man is brought face to face with the glory and 
holiness of God Himself, God does not encourage an 
attitude of fear and terror. When the prophet 
Ezekiel saw his vision of the divine glory, he tells us: 
“This was the appearance of the likeness of the 
glory of the Lord. And when I saw it, I fell upon 
my face, and I heard a voice of one that spake. 
And he said unto me, Son of man, stand upon thy 
feet, and I will speak with thee. And the spirit 
entered into me when he spake unto me, and set 
me upon my feet, and I heard him that spake unto 
me.” And similarly when John saw in Patmos the 
vision of Christ’s glory, he says: “And when I saw 
him, I fell at his feet as one dead. And he laid his 
right hand upon me, saying, Fear not.” So that 
even in God’s own presence we are taught to 
remember that we are men, made in God’s image, 
that we are His children, and to come with manly 
confidence to the Father of all. But the Church of 
Rome teaches us that God is a Being whose presence 
is one of terror to men, and that the broken spirit 
and the contrite heart are accepted in His sight only 
when they come to God through the mediation of a 
priest, and that the forgiveness which God is waiting 
to bestow can only be received when the soul lays 
bare to the sight of a fellow-sinner all its secrets, and 
that it is the duty of the priest to probe into the 
secrets of everyone that comes to him to confess his 
sin, and that any refusal to answer the questions he 
may choose to ask in His investigations makes the 
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divine forgiveness impossible. What an awful 
humiliation such a doctrine is to a being made in the 
divine image and responsible to God for his conduct! 
The confessional crushes the manliness which is in 
many ways encouraged in the Bible and lays a man’s 
whole moral and spiritual nature at the feet of a 
fellow-sinner in a position of abject slavery, and 
makes it absurd to speak, as the Bible does, of “ the 
glorious liberty of the children of God.” There can 
be no such liberty where a man’s inmost soul is at 
the mercy of a fellow-man. 

Experience has proved that there can be no such 
thing as individual, social, civil, or religious liberty 
where the confessional sways men’s lives. Romanism 
everywhere blights liberty of thought and action, 
and independence of spirit, and its principal agent in 
enslaving men is the confessional. By means of it 
all the affairs of the community are known to the 
priesthood, who by their celibacy are isolated from 
the common life of the community. The knowledge 
thus gained can be, and no doubt is, used for their 
personal and ecclesiastical purposes. No people 
could prosper and cultivate a spirit of manliness 
while consenting to such an insidious system of 
spying into the most private affairs of personal and 
family life. 

The office of judging men’s conduct cannot be 
properly carried out without adequate knowledge of 
the details of their actions and of their motives. 
And so the Church teaches the priest that it is his 
duty to inquire into the most secret actions and 
motives of those who confess to him, and their 
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books on moral theology are largely occupied with 
the questions which the priest should ask so as to 
elicit the fullest information as to the penitent’s 
condition. It can easily be seen that this lends itself 
to evils of a very serious nature. It results in 
suggesting to those to whom the questions are put 
sins of which they never heard, and which they never 
imagined till suggested to them at the confessional. 
That this cannot but have very serious demoralising 
effects on young minds is evident. And this is 
specially true of sins against purity of thought. In 
this way the confessional easily becomes a school 
for training in sin, and not a means of cleansing 
from it. The immoralities that arise out of the 
confessional can only be touched on here, but they 
cannot be denied, and they form one of the most 
damning indictments against it. When a celibate 
priesthood are required to make minute inquiries 
into the details of married life, and into all sensual 
thoughts and temptations to impurity, and when 
they are hedged about with a wall of secrecy 
enjoined on both themselves and their so-called 
penitents, temptations to which many are sure to 
succumb are certain to arise. And the results are 
too often what might be expected. This is not 
merely a charge made against the system from the 
outside. It is acknowledged by the most dis- 
tinguished Roman Catholic teachers that confessors 
occupy a position of great moral and spiritual 
danger, and that many fall. 

How different all this is from the purity and 
simplicity of the gospel of Christ! When the soul 
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hears Christ inviting it to come with its burdens to 
Him and He will give it rest; when it hears Him 
say, “He that cometh to me shall not hunger, and 
he that believeth on me shall never thirst, and him 
that cometh to me I will in no wise cast out”; when 
it listens to the promise, “The blood of Jesus, God’s 
Son, cleanseth us from all sin,” and “If we confess 
our sins (that is to God), he is faithful and just to 
forgive us our sins and to cleanse us from all un- 
righteousness”; and when it obeys these invitations 
and trusts in these promises, it will receive a peace 
that no sinful confessor can give, and a cleansing 
and forgiveness that no blasphemous human invention 
like the confessional can offer, a peace and cleansing 
and forgiveness that come direct from the hand of 
God and from the sprinkling of the blood of Christ. 
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PENANCE 


IN the last chapter that part of the Romanist 
doctrine of the sacrament of penance was dealt 
with which is included under confession and absolu- 
tion. We come now to discuss the doctrine of 
satisfaction which forms the remaining part of their 
theory of that so-called sacrament. 

The doctrine may be briefly stated in the words 
Si the Council of Trent: “That so: great isthe 
largeness of the divine bounty, that we are able to 
make satisfaction to God the Father through Jesus 
Christ not only by punishments undertaken volun- 
tarily by us for the chastisement of sin, or imposed 
by the judgment of the priest according to the 
measure of the offence, but also, which is the greatest 
proof of love, by temporal strokes inflicted by God, 
and patiently borne by us.” 

The word “penance” is generally used for the 
works and sufferings by which satisfaction is made 
to God for sin. This word is used in the Douay 
Version of the Bible to represent the Greek word 
metanota, and the words “do penance” for the 
corresponding Greek verb metanoeo, and this has 
evidently been done deliberately to support this 
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unscriptural doctrine. This misrepresentation of 
the meaning of the original in so important a 
matter detracts seriously from the value of a version 
in many respects a good and useful one. The word 
metanota means repentance, and can mean nothing 
else. It is derived from mous, the mind or disposi- 
tion, and the preposition meta, which as a prefix 
indicates change, and the compound word denotes 
a change of mind or disposition. It is so translated 
in many passages of the Douay Bible where the 
translation “do penance” would make nonsense. 
For instance); in Jer. xvii: .8))God “says sik 
that nation against which I have spoken repent of 
their evil, I also will repent of the evil which I have 
thought to do unto them.” Of course the transla- 
tion could not make God say He would “do 
penance.” The Douay Version is made from the 
Vulgate, and the Vulgate from the Septuagint, which 
uses the word metanoeo. The absurdity, even from 
the Roman Catholic standpoint, of the translation 
“do penance” is seen in some of the passages in 
which it occurs. According to Romanist teaching, 
penance is a sacrament only for the baptized. And 
yet it makes Jesus begin His ministry, before any 
were baptized, by proclaiming, “Do penance, for 
the kingdom of heaven is at hand.” It is self-evident 
that the word there can only mean “repent.” Even 
worse is it to make John the Baptist call on the 
people to “do penance.” And when it is said that 
John “came preaching the baptism of penance for 
the remission of sins,’ a phrase is used which is 
entirely inconsistent with the Church of Rome’s own 
62 


PENANCE 


doctrine of the sacrament of penance. The words 
translated “penance” and “do penance” can only 
mean “repentance” and “repent,” and can only refer 
to that change of heart with regard to sin that makes 
us sorrow for it as hateful to God, and makes us turn 
from sin to God with full purpose after new obedience, 

The Romanist doctrine of satisfaction is based 
on an inadequate conception of what God requires 
of us in His law. Our Lord Himself sums up the 
requirements of the law of God in the words: “Thou 
shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy heart, and 
with all thy soul, and with all thy strength, and with 
all thy mind, and thy neighbour as thyself”; and 
He tells us elsewhere that we should be perfect as 
our Father in heaven is perfect. No standard lower 
than that is put before us in the Word of God, and 
one of the serious injuries which the Church of Rome 
has inflicted on the Church of Christ is its lowering 
of the moral standard by teaching that there are 
two standards, one for the ordinary man, and 
another for the man who aims at special sanctity ; 
and two classes of moral actions, one which is 
necessary for salvation, and another composed of 
actions which are voluntary and which man can 
perform to set over against his sins, and which God 
will accept as a satisfaction for those sins. All 
action which in the particular circumstances of the 
moment is right is obligatory; all that is not obli- 
gatory is not right. I am, of course, speaking of 
what is right not in the abstract, but for a particular 
person at a particular moment. The doing of what 
God has made it our duty to do has no merit. 
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When it is done “we are but unprofitable servants, 
we have done that which was our duty to do.” To 
do what God has not made our duty is sin and 
cannot atone for other sins. So works of super- 
erogation are impossible, and the very idea of 
supererogation is absurd. We cannot do more 
than God requires of us, namely, to love Him with 
all our heart and our neighbour as ourselves, and 
to perform the actions in which that supreme love to 
God and our neighbour is expressed. 

The doctrine of satisfaction is based also on an 
inadequate coriception of sin. The Bible teaches 
us that sin is want of conformity to the divine law 
in act, disposition, or state. It teaches us that we 
are sinners in proportion as we come short of the 
standard of divine perfection. It teaches us that 
no man can redeem himself or his neighbour from 
sin; that no works of the law can save the soul; for 
if they could, then Christ’s work and especially 
Christ’s death would have been unnecessary. There 
is no doctrine on which the Apostle Paul insisted 
with more earnestness than this. After he had 
founded the churches of Galatia, false teachers came 
among his converts and tried to turn them away 
from the apostle’s doctrine that they were saved by 
the grace of God revealed in Christ, and taught 
them that it was necessary for them to do something 
for their own salvation. When the apostle heard 
of it, it awakened the utmost anxiety in his heart 
for the spiritual safety of those whom he had led to 
Christ, and he wrote the fervent letter which we have 
in our New Testament addressed to the Galatians, 
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in which he warned them against anything that 
could come between them and the free grace of 
Christ, and invoked a solemn curse on any, even 
an angel from heaven, who should preach any other 
gospel than that which he had preached of free grace 
and salvation by faith apart from works. “ Knowing 
that a man is not justified by the works of the law, 
but only through faith in Jesus Christ, even we 
believed on Christ Jesus, that we might be justified 
by faith in Christ, and not by the works of the law: 
because by the works of the law shall no flesh be 
justified: . . . for if righteousness is through the law, 
then Christ is dead for nought.” 


**Not what these hands have done 
Can save the guilty soul; 
Not what this toiling flesh has borne 
Can make my spirit whole. 


Not what I feel or do 
Can give me peace with God ; 

Not all my prayers and sighs and tears 
Can bear my awful load. 


Thy work alone, O Christ, 
Can ease this weight of sin ; 
Thy blood alone, O Lamb of God, 
Can give me peace within.” 


The Romanist doctrine of satisfaction is also based 
on an inadequate conception of the power of the 
blood of Christ. It teaches that the death of Christ 
only obtains for us freedom from eternal death, and 
must be supplemented by satisfaction for the various 
offences we have committed against God. This 
satisfaction must be made either in this world or 
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in that which is to come. If this were the true 
position of man in God’s sight, how woeful would 
our plight be! We owe a measureless debt, and we 
have nothing with which to pay. But thanks be to 
God, when we realise the burden of our debt and 
confess in sorrow our inability to pay, He frankly 
forgives us all. “The blood of Jesus, his Son, 
cleanses us from all sin.” “Though your sins be 
as scarlet, they shall be as white as snow; though 
they be red like crimson, they shall be as wool.” 
Just as Christ’s work is perfect and needs no more 
sacrifice for sins in a fictitious sacrifice on the altars 
of Rome, so it requires no more satisfaction for sin 
in the penitential impositions of Rome. 

The Romanist doctrine of satisfaction makes assur- 
ance of salvation, that assurance which gives a 
triumphant ring to so many utterances of the New 
Testament saints, impossible. If the blood of Christ 
is insufficient for our salvation, and has to be.supple- 
mented by our own works to make it effective, then 
we have no ground of assurance, for we can never 
have any confidence that we have given God sufficient 
satisfaction for the sins we have committed against 
His holy law; and the heart must ever be filled with 
fears that it has failed in rendering the penance 
necessary for salvation. A Romanist who has a 
deep sense of sin can have no gladness in life, for 
life can only be a hopeless struggle to render an 
impossible satisfaction to a harsh God. But when 
the truth has taken hold of our hearts that we have 
sinned beyond any possibility of payment of the 
debt by ourselves, but that Christ has paid it all, 
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and that “he is able to save to the uttermost all 
who come unto God through him,” then our hearts 
cannot but be glad and triumphant. 

The Romanist doctrine of satisfaction undermines 
the sense of sin, and degrades the moral standard 
of those who hold it. If itis taught that the standard 
of God’s law is such that it is possible for us to make 
an adequate satisfaction for our sins by our own 
acts, and that ceremonies performed by us, sufferings 
endured by us, or financial sacrifices made by us, 
can induce God to look with leniency on our sins, 
and induce the priest to pronounce absolution on 
us, when there is no real change of heart, then the 
demands of the moral law are weakened and the: 
moral tone of the community degraded. As a 
matter of fact, this is the effect of the confessional 
with its system of penances by which the sin can 
be atoned for. But the teaching that sin is so 
heinous in God’s sight that no satisfaction is adequate 
except that which Christ has rendered, and that 
forgiveness is to be obtained direct from God on 
true repentance, that is, a change of heart that truly 
sorrows for sin and not merely for the punishment 
of it, and resolves by God’s grace to do His will 
henceforth, elevates the moral ideal and gives a new 
power to live a holy life. A new inward life passes 
into the penitent, for God Himself, and not a usurp- 
ing priest, speaks peace to the soul. 
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ONE of the most disastrous developments of Roman- 
ism, and one that has brought more shame and 
misery into its history than perhaps any other, is 
its doctrine of indulgences. That doctrine is that 
the Church has the power to grant to penitent 
sinners the remission of the temporal punishment 
due to them for their sins, and under temporal 
punishment is included the punishment being now 
endured in purgatory, or that will be endured there 
hereafter. The ground on which the doctrine is 
built is that the Church has a treasury of merits, 
composed of the infinite merits of Christ and the 
works of supererogation done by the saints. These 
merits it can transfer to those who comply with 
the conditions which from time to time it lays down 
for the reception of the indulgences. 

The origin of this repellent doctrine and of the 
power it puts into the hands of the Pope and his 
representatives is very simple, and can be easily 
traced. Every society must have conditions of 
entrance and exclusion, and must exercise some 
discipline over its members. The conditions of 
entrance into the Church of Christ are repentance 

68 


INDULGENCES 


and faith, And when a member of the Church 
incurs censure or suspension from membership, 
the condition of restoration is evidence of repent- 
ance. The classical, New Testament example of 
this is the member of the Church at Corinth, who 
was suspended from membership for a gross offence 
against the moral law. When he repented, the 
Apostle Paul instructed the members of the Church 
to restore him again to their Christian fellowship. 
Nothing in the form of what is now known as 
penance was prescribed. If the brethren were 
convinced that he truly sorrowed for his sin, the 
suspension was to be removed. But this did not 
always content the Church, and the custom grew 
up of imposing certain punishments, or penitential 
exercises, to be undergone before restoration could 
be granted. And these punishments or penances 
were gradually codified into a regular system of 
rules for the guidance of the clergy in dealing with 
Church offences, There is nothing in the New 
Testament to justify this adoption of a system of 
Church penances, and the curse of indulgences and 
jubilees would have been averted if the Church had 
not entered on this false path. Of course, when the 
Church imposed penances and works as evidence 
of repentance and as spiritual discipline, it had the 
power to vary these according to the circumstances, 
and this remission or abatement of the penal or dis- 
ciplinary penances imposed by itself constitutes the 
beginning of the gigantic system of indulgences 
which has in later centuries cursed the Church with 
its terrible blight. When purgatory was invented 
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the doctrine of indulgences reached its climax, and 
with it the tyrannical power of the Romish priest- 
hood; for it was claimed not only that it had the 
power to remit the ecclesiastical discipline imposed 
by itself, but also the divine punishment due to sin 
in the world to come. Weak human nature could 
not long resist the temptation to use such a power 
for its own purposes. And so, when the Pope was 
in special need of money, indulgences were issued, 
and agents sent up and down the world to sell them 
to the dupes who had been deluded into believing 
in such blasphemous claims. 

The greatest disaster that ever befell the Church 
of Rome had many contributing causes; but the 
most important, and the one that precipitated it, 
was the scandal caused by the public sale of in- 
dulgences to procure money for the building of St. 
Peter’s in Rome. When Luther nailed to the church 
door at Wittemberg his theses against indulgences, 
he struck a blow against the most audacious claim 
of Rome and against the most dangerous moral evil 
of his time. The Church of Rome may pretend to 
safeguard this dangerous doctrine by connecting it 
with the sacrament of penance, and professing that 
the indulgence is only given after due contrition and 
confession. But no safeguards of that kind can ever 
make such a doctrine anything but a moral calamity 
of the first magnitude. Men were taught that by 
gifts of money to the Church, by formal repetitions 
of prayers, by pilgrimages, by taking part in a 
crusade, and other such acts or works, many of 
which had little or no moral element in them, they 
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could obtain remission of sins—that is, of punish- 
ment by torture of many years’ duration in the fires 
of purgatory. Nothing could prevent such teaching 
from becoming a stimulant to vice and crime. And 
that the doctrine has had ‘that effect is proved 
incontestably by its history everywhere. The Re- 
formation has made the Church of Rome more 
careful in this matter in places where it is under 
the observant eye of Protestantism. But in Roman 
Catholic countries, where it is free from hostile 
criticism, indulgences are still unblushingly sold 
to-day as in Luther’s time. And in the countries 
where this happens moral degeneracy is the inevitable 
result. The Spanish Government in the Philippines 
derived a revenue of nearly 460,000 a year from the 
sale of indulgences, which it sold over the same 
counter with tobacco, brandy, lottery tickets, and 
other articles, of which the Government retained 
the monopoly. ‘The moral degradation of the 
inhabitants of those islands, and especially of the 
priests and monks, of which we have recently 
got a Stopes is the natural outcome of such a 
practice. 

' This power of remitting the punishment of sin 
finds no place in the New Testament. I need not 
go again over the ground already traversed in 
discussing the Romanist doctrine of the priest- 
hood. 

This doctrine is proved to be a comparatively 
late development from the primitive discipline of 
the Church, and is exercised in a way the primitive 
Church never dreamt of. 
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This doctrine is built on the doctrine of the 
existence of a treasury of merits due to the works 
of supererogation of the saints. But the Bible 
teaches that there can be no such thing as a work 
of supererogation, and that when we have done all 
we are but unprofitable servants; we have only done 
what was our duty to do. 

This doctrine is built also on the doctrine of the 
existence of purgatory, another invention of Rome. 
I shall deal with this in the next chapter. 

This doctrine is unnecessary. No man can be 
forgiven his sins unless he truly repents of them. 
If he repents, he is wholly forgiven without penance 
or papal indulgence. 

This doctrine puts into the hands of sinful men 
a power which, if it did exist, could only be safely 
administered by one who could be guaranteed 
immunity from the ordinary temptations of human 
nature. 

One of the most serious aspects of this question 
is that the doctrine has led to the establishment of 
a succession of jubilees, in which special indulgences 
are granted. As the Roman Catholic world has 
recently been celebrating such a jubilee, it is well 
to refer briefly to this part of the subject. The 
history of these jubilees is very characteristic of 
the spirit of Romanism. They were unheard of till 
the end’ of the. thirteenth century. *Til then’ the 
Church knew nothing of the vast spiritual blessings 
that are supposed to be associated with these cele- 
brations! But towards the end of the year 1299 
a rumour spread through the Western world that 
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everyone who visited the Church of St. Peter in 
Rome on the first day of the new century would 
obtain thereby the full forgiveness of all his sins. 
Accordingly myriads crowded to Rome from all 
parts of Europe to win the expected indulgence. 
The streets of Rome became almost impassable, and 
readers of Dante will remember that the poet, who 
probably was in Rome at the time, uses the measures 
taken to control and facilitate the traffic as an illus- 
tration of the great crowds he met in the Inferno. 
The Pope had the archives searched to see if there 
were any documentary basis for the widespread 
belief, but nothing could be found. This difficulty, 
however, was easily got over. An old man of 
107 years told the Pope that his father had been 
to Rome a hundred years before for the jubilee, 
and had warned him not to miss the next jubilee 
and its indulgence. This was evidence enough for 
Pope Boniface vIII.; indeed, it is as much as many 
of the doctrines of his Church are based on. So 
he issued a bull granting a plenary indulgence, 
which was to be repeated every hundredth year. 
Every Roman who for thirty days that year, and 
every pilgrim who for fifteen days, would visit the 
ehutcnes:, of. St: Peter: and) St» Paul) reverently, 
penitently, and with confession, should receive 
plenary remission of his sins. His words are so 
strong they hardly admit of adequate translation: 
“Non solum plenam, sed largiorem, immo plenissi- 
mam omnium suorum veniam peccatorum.” The 
flow of pilgrims, and, perhaps still more important, 
of gold, from all parts of the world continued through- 
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out the year in consequence of this proclamation. 
It seemed too long to wait a hundred years for sucha 
harvest, so the Romans petitioned Pope Clement VI. 
in 1343 to shorten the jubilee interval, and he 
compassionately complied with their wish, and 
decreed that there should be a jubilee every fifty 
years. But other Popes were even more considerate. 
Urban vi. shortened the interval still further to 
thirty-three years, and Paul II. to twenty-five. 
Alexander VI. for the jubilee of 1500 introduced 
the special ritual that is still observed. As Alex- 
ander was perhaps the worst man whose career has 
stained the pages of history, and his court perhaps 
the most vicious the world has ever seen, it is to be 
hoped that the ritual does not derive its sanctity 
from him and his surroundings. Such is the story 
of the origin and development of the jubilee. Every 
twenty-fifth year since then, except when political 
or other confusions interfered, the “holy” jubilee 
has been proclaimed. 

As the chance statement of an old man was 
scarcely sufficient ground on which to build a great 
scheme of spiritual blessing, Romanists have sought 
for some stronger foundation. They think they have 
found it in the Old Testament, where they often 
look for argument when the New Testament fails 
them. But the Jewish year of jubilee has not a 
single point of contact with the papal jubilee. The 
Old Testament jubilee was a social and political 
institution, a kind of “statute of limitations,’ which 
controlled all arrangements into which debts or 
property entered. A man who, for any reason, lost 
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possession of his property did so under a law that 
restored it to him in the year of jubilee. A man 
who became a slave knew his freedom would be 
restored when the year came round. But it had 
nothing to do with sins and the remission of the 
punishment due for them; and to seek a foundation 
for the Roman Catholic doctrine of jubilee indul- 
gences in the Old Testament is a counsel of 
despair. 

The origin of the jubilee is its condemnation. 
The unprejudiced mind will not readily be persuaded 
that an institution that has come into existence in 
that haphazard way, and has been controlled by such 
worldly motives, is a divine institution. In .its 
origin and history it is so evidently one of Rome’s 
means of enriching herself, that it is deprived of any 
spiritual value in the eyes of the intelligent and 
open-minded. 

It is also calculated, like the whole doctrine of 
indulgences with which it is associated, to strengthen 
the mechanical view of salvation, the encouragement 
of which is one of the greatest curses Rome has 
inflicted on mankind. 

And this tying of special spiritual blessings to 
special periods of time is utterly unscriptural. What 
is there in the year that ends a century, or a half 
century, or a third of a century, or a quarter of a 
century (for it took from 1300 till 1470 to find out 
that a jubilee was available every twenty-five years), 
what can there be in such dates to give them such 
tremendous value? If the value is not in the year, 
but in the papal decree by which it is fixed, why 
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should these supposed great blessings be confined to 
these years? What justification is there for depriv- 
ing of the benefits of the jubilee those who live in 
the interval between the jubilee years? And why 
should an act done on the 31st of December have 
more moral and spiritual value than one done on the 
Ist of January? And why, if the Pope has the power 
of opening a door of grace, does he not leave it open 
that as many as possible may enter in and be blessed ? 
To close a door of grace on a brother-man is a crime 
whose magnitude it is too appalling to contemplate. 


76 


CG Tae Te Be Re ox 
PURGATORY 


THE Council of Trent has this pronouncement on 
the subject of purgatory: “Since the Catholic 
Church, instructed by the Holy Spirit from the 
sacred writings and the ancient tradition of the 
Fathers, hath taught in holy councils, and lastly in 
this cecumenical council, that there is a purgatory, 
and that the souls detained there are assisted by the 
suffrages of the faithful, but especially by the most 
acceptable sacrifice of the mass, this holy council 
commands all bishops to have a diligent care that 
the sound doctrine of purgatory delivered to us by 
venerable Fathers and sacred councils be believed, 
maintained, taught, and everywhere preached.” In 
an earlier canon of the same council it is pronounced 
as heretical to say that after the reception of the 
grace of justification the guilt of the penitent sinner 
is so remitted, and the penalty of eternal punishment 
so annulled, that no penalty of temporal punishment 
remains to be paid either in this world or in the 
future in purgatory before the kingdom of heaven 
can be opened. 

The Catechism of the Council is stronger in its 
statements than the canons, It says: “ Moreover, 
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there is a purgatorial fire in which the souls of the 
pious tormented for a definite time are expiated, 
that an entrance may be opened for them into the 
eternal country, in which nothing stained can enter. 
And concerning the truth of this doctrine the sacred 
councils declare that it is confirmed by the testi- 
monies of the Scriptures and by apostolical tradition ; 
and therefore it ought to be more diligently and the 
oftener discoursed about by the parish priest, because 
we have fallen upon those times in which men do 
not endure sound doctrine.” 

In its authorised doctrinal statements the Church 
has put its teaching on the subject in this mild way, 
and in controversial books intended for Protestants 
the doctrine is softened and explained away, till it 
would almost seem at times as if Rome meant 
nothing more by purgatory than an intermediate 
state in which believers, by a gentle process, 
completed the course of their sanctification till they 
were fitted for entrance into heaven. But in the 
writings of her most authoritative theologians since 
this doctrine first clearly emerged, and in the 
preaching of her pastors everywhere and always, she 
has laid the greatest stress on this doctrine, and has 
painted the pains of purgatory in the most lurid 
colours. They have described the pains of purgatory 
as so appalling that nothing Dante saw in the 
Inferno could surpass them. One illustration will 
perhaps suffice, and as it was examined and accepted 
by Cardinal Bellarmine, one of the greatest theo- 
logians the Church of Rome ever produced, it will 
scarcely be disputed by Roman Catholics. The 
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greatest man who ever sat on the papal throne, 
with the possible exception of Gregory VIL, was 
Innocent Ill. He was the founder of the temporal 
power of the Papacy, the preacher of one of the 
principal crusades, the president of the great Lateran 
Council. He promoted the power of the Papacy to 
a point it had never before reached. He was a 
preacher of great power, and a man of deeply 
religious nature according to his light. He appeared, 
so the story goes, to St. Lutgarde in a vision, wrapped 
in flames, and informed the astonished saint that he 
had narrowly escaped hell, and that he had been 
condemned to suffer in purgatory till the end of the 
world. Bellarmine naturally adds: “This example 
fills me with real terror every time I think of it.” A 
French Roman Catholic theologian has calculated 
that a Christian of more than usual sanctity, who has 
never committed a mortal sin, who has carefully 
avoided all the graver venial sins, and has satisfied 
by penance for three-fourths of the lighter sins into 
which frailty has led him, must expect to spend in 
purgatory 123 years, 3 months, and 15 days. And 
the truly appalling nature of this calculation is only 
seen when it is remembered that owing to the intense 
suffering involved every minute of the time seems 
years to the sufferer. Now it is to be remembered 
that this is inflicted not on the impenitent, or those 
who die in so-called mortal sin, but on the penitent, 
on those guilty only of venial sin which does not 
break fellowship with God. It is to be borne by 
those who are redeemed by Christ. And it is also 
to be carefully remembered that all this appalling 
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suffering is put under the power and authority of the 
Pope and his subordinates, who, by the sacrament of 
penance, have the power and authority to retain men 
in such a state of existence. By refusing absolution, 
or granting it without the proper intention, they can 
leave men to suffer these agonies for ages, or by 
granting plenary indulgences they can take them out 
of their misery, and admit them to paradise. 

Any man of common sense before accepting such 
a doctrine will look for irrefragable proof of it. On 
what does the Church of Rome profess to build such 
teaching? From the quotations given above we see 
that it claims to derive them from sacred Scripture 
and apostolic tradition. Now, it requires the very 
briefest consideration to see that it is absolutely 
devoid of any support from either Scripture or 
apostolic tradition. There is not a vestige of support 
for it in the Bible. The Word of God speaks of a 
place of reward and of a place of punishment in the 
unseen world, but never of a place of purgatorial 
sufferings. All the Roman Catholic can do with the 
Bible in connection with this doctrine is to take a 
few isolated verses and twist them into a meaning 
that seems to be in harmony with his views. 

For instance, the Romanist sometimes refers to 
the verse that tells us that sin against the Holy 
Spirit cannot be forgiven either in this world or in 
that which is to come. The words, he teaches, imply 
that sins can be forgiven in the world to come, and 
therefore there must be a purgatory in which the 
forgiveness is effected. But the phrase, “this world,” 
or, better, “this age,’ means the age before the 
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coming of the Messiah, and the phrase, “the age 
which is to come,” means the age after the coming of 
the Messiah, and the whole combined phrase is 
simply a strong way of saying “never.” 

Sometimes, too, the Romanist controversialist tries 
to find support for his doctrine of purgatory in 1 Cor. 
iii. 15: “He shall be saved, yet so as through fire.” 
To see the entire irrelevancy of this passage to the 
subject, it is only necessary to read the context. 
The apostle is dealing with the different ways of 
doing Christian work. He is not dealing with the 
conditions of salvation. ‘“ According to the grace of 
God which was given unto me, as a wise master- 
builder I laid a foundation; and another buildeth 
thereon. But let each man take heed how he 
buildeth thereon. For other foundation can no man 
lay than that which is laid, which is Jesus Christ. 
But if any man buildeth on the foundation gold, 
silver, costly stones, wood, hay, stubble; each man’s 
work shall be made manifest: for the day shall declare 
it, because it is revealed in fire; and the fire itself 
shall prove each man’s work of what sort it is. If 
any man’s work shall abide which he built thereon, 
he shall receive a reward. If any man’s work shall 
be burned, he shall suffer loss: but he himself shall 
be saved, yet so as through fire.’ The meaning is 
perfectly clear, The apostle is dealing with the 
different way in which Christian men do God’s work 
in the world, and he tells his readers of a great day 
when God will try every man’s work. He illustrates 
his point from the great fires which so frequently 
swept over ancient cities, destroying everything that 
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could be consumed. The man whose work was 
built of permanent materials had the reward of his 
labour in the permanence of his work after the 
conflagration had passed. The man who had used 
wood, hay, stubble for his house escaped from the 
conflagration himself, but with the loss of the work 
which he had built of such flimsy materials. There 
is not even a suggestion of such a thing as purgatory 
in the passage. It is no wonder that, as a rule, 
Roman Catholic controversialists have shrunk from 
citing this passage. 

The doctrine is also devoid of foundation in any 
tradition that can by any stretch of imagination be 
called apostolic. The idea of a place of punishment 
between death and the resurrection, in which the 
venial sins of believers must be atoned for, was 
unknown to the whole ancient Church down to the 
age of Augustine, and to the Greek Church even till 
after his day. Augustine would only say that it was 
not incredible that there might be a place of purifi- 
cation after death, but that it was questionable. 
Augustine died in the year 430, nearly four centuries 
too late for his opinion, hesitating and uncertain 
as it is, to have any value as a testimony to an 
apostolic tradition. The real founder of the 
Romanist doctrine of purgatory was Pope Gregory I. 
He was a man of boundless energy, to whom the 
Papacy owes much. But his credulity was boundless 
too, and was fed by his foible for collecting ghost 
stories. When a Pope collects ghost stories and calls 
them “revelations,” the result is liable to be serious. 
It was so in his case. What had been held by men 
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like Augustine as only a possibility now became an 
accepted belief. But a doctrine that was unknown 
till the beginning of the fifth century, and received 
anything like wide credence only in the seventh 
century, cannot claim the support of “apostolic” 
tradition. 

The doctrine is not only devoid of Scriptural 
support, but it is also diametrically opposed to the 
fundamental principles of the gospel. The teaching 
of the Bible is that “the blood of Jesus, God’s Son, 
cleanseth us from all sin”; that we can make no 
atonement for our sins or render any satisfaction to 
God for them; and that it is entirely to His grace 
and mercy that we owe our deliverance. Yet this 
doctrine teaches us that the blood of Christ merely 
frees us from the eternal punishment due to us for 
sin, and that from the temporal punishment we can 
be freed only by rendering satisfaction through the 
ministrations of the Roman Catholic priesthood. 
That is, the Roman Catholic priesthood claims to be 
able to do for us what it pronounces the blood of 
Christ incapable of doing. Could any blasphemy 
exceed’ this ? 

The doctrine is also opposed to the teaching of 
the Bible as to what befalls the believer at death. 
If anyone needed purgatory it was surely the thief 
on the cross, who had been joining in the blasphemy 
of the howling mob on Calvary. And yet when he 
repented Christ said to him, “ To-day shalt thou be 
with me in paradise.” There is no hint of purgatory 
in that promise. The apostle’s desire was to “ depart 
and be with Christ, for it is very far better.’ And 
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that he did not look on this as an apostolic privilege 
which the common Christian could not claim, we see 
in the way he speaks of death in many portions of 
his writings. For instance, in the fifth chapter of his 
2nd Epistle to the Corinthians, he says: “For we 
know that if the earthly house of our tabernacle be 
dissolved, we have a building from God, a house not 
made with hands, eternal, in the heavens. For 
verily in this we groan, longing to be clothed upon 
with our habitation which is from heaven.” Such 
language would be utterly delusive if the writer had 
known anything of the Romanist doctrine of 
purgatory. 

The doctrine is also condemned by the fact that 
it commits to sinful men a power which only God 
Himself could safely administer. He alone who 
reads unerringly the most secret thoughts of the 
human heart can judge human action. And even 
if there were the possibility of making satisfaction 
for our sins, He alone could decide when we had 
rendered adequate satisfaction. He alone who is 
infinite in wisdom and love and knowledge and 
justice could be entrusted with a power which 
includes that of retaining in unspeakable anguish, 
or releasing from it, immortal human souls. No 
mere man, however holy and wise, could be en- 
trusted with such authority. And who can claim 
that the average Roman Catholic priest has adequate 
qualities of mind and heart and conscience for such 
a task? Have even the Popes shown themselves to 
be men of such character that so responsible a position 
should be entrusted to them? None can forgive sin 
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but God only, and none can measure the punishment 
due to the sinner but the Supreme Judge. 

And the doctrine is condemned by its effect. It 
has proved itself the most appalling engine of human 
slavery the world has ever seen. Freedom in any 
department of human life is impossible where such 
a doctrine is sincerely accepted. If another human 
being has the power of keeping me in indescribable 
anguish of indefinite duration, and has also the 
power of releasing me from that anguish,am I not 
made that man’s slave? As a matter of fact, the 
human spirit is crushed wherever men accept such 
a doctrine, and human freedom and human progress 
are possible only when and where the doctrine is 
rejected. The human soul is freed and made capable 
of indefinite moral and spiritual progress when it 
learns that it has to do, not with a human priest 
ruling over a Romish purgatory, but with a heavenly 
Father, who forgives His child when he repents of 
his sin and turns to a holy life through Christ; and 
that while the heavenly Father may chasten His 
child with paternal discipline here below, He will 
assuredly take him home to His eternal joy when 
this life is done. It is no wonder that death has so 
many terrors for the Roman Catholic. He is ever 
face to face with two alternatives—either he will 
die in some sin which his Church has decreed to be 
a mortal sin, and will go at once to eternal woe; 
or he will die in some venial sin for which he has 
not rendered satisfaction to God and received absolu- 
tion from his confessor, and a man cannot always 
have a confessor at his side, and then he will go to 
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purgatory and endure anguish that is as intense as 
that of hell while it lasts, and may be of indefinite 
duration. If he is rich, or has rich friends, the penalty 
will be somewhat mitigated by the masses for which 
they will, or may perhaps, pay. Ifhe is poor, and has 
no rich friends, he pays the penalty to the uttermost 
farthing. It is a ghastly creed, and it paints a 
ghastly future for its adherents. How different from 
the beautiful and gracious gospel of Christ, with its 
loving invitation, “Come unto me, all ye that labour 
and are heavy laden, and I will give you rest”! 
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BAPTISMAL REGENERATION 


- THE Roman Catholic Church teaches that those who 


are not baptised are eternally lost, and that by 
baptism we put on Christ and are made new creatures 
in Him, receiving full and entire remission of our 
sins. 

Against such a doctrine there are overwhelming 
arguments. 

It is not in keeping with the comparatively un- 
important place which baptism occupies in the 
New Testament. The fundamental doctrines of the 
gospel are clearly and effectually taught in the 
New Testament. A doctrine that occupies a minor 
and subsidiary place in that record of God’s will and 
of the way of salvation, cannot be so vital as 
Romanism represents it. Now, when we examine 
the New Testament for light on this subject, we find 
that baptism is mentioned with comparative infre- 
quency. There are large portions where it is not 
mentioned at all. It is generally referred to in- 
cidentally. And it is never pressed on men in the 
-way we should expect, if it is the necessary condition 
of their salvation. If the doctrine of Rome is true, 
then the apostles and early preachers were guilty 
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of the grossest neglect of the most solemn duty 
entrusted to them by the Redeemer, for it is not on 
baptism but on faith and repentance that they dwell 
as the conditions of salvation. 

The Romanist theory of the meaning of baptism 
is opposed to the whole teaching of Christ and His 
apostles. We find them continually warning their 
hearers against exalting the mechanical above the 
moral and the spiritual. During our Lord’s ministry 
He was constantly opposing the Pharisees. These 
men were the predominant religious party among 
the Jews during His life. Their tendency was to 
make religion a matter largely of rites and 
ceremonies, to the neglect of the deeper and more 
urgent claims of spiritual religion. And it is against 
these men that He hurled His most appalling 
denunciations. The Apostle Paul, too, had the same 
trouble to encounter. When preaching his great 
doctrine of justification by faith alone, he came into 
opposition with the Jewish party, who preached that 
it was impossible to be saved unless they were 
circumcised. As circumcision was the rite in the 
Old Testament dispensation that corresponded to 
baptism in the New Testament, the action of the 
apostle in this controversy is very instructive in 
connection with this baptismal question. The 
earnestness with which he contends against this 
teaching shows that he considers it a vital question, 
and that to teach the necessity of any ordinance was 
to undermine the faith. He showed that salvation 
came by direct contact of the soul with Christ 
through faith, and not by any ceremony that could 
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be performed on a man, or by any work he could do. 
The apostle never refers to his baptism as the ground 
of his hope of salvation, but always to Christ, to 
whom he was united by faith. 

The doctrine of baptismal regeneration is also 
opposed to the apostle’s teaching about the relative 
importance of preaching and baptism. The apostle 
had been chosen by Christ to preach the gospel 
among the heathen, and he gave himself to that 
work with a zeal that has never been surpassed. 
His life and his words have been a continual inspira- 
tion and example to all true preachers ever since. 
We see him pressing on from one place to another, 
eager to proclaim the message Christ gave him, 
determined to know nothing among men but Jesus 
Christ and Him crucified. We see him readily 
seizing every opportunity of speaking to men of 
Christ and urging them to trust in Christ for the 
salvation of their souls. But of baptism he has very 
little to say. He even prides himself on the fact 
that he had not baptised many. Writing to the 
Corinthian Church, in which various divisions had 
arisen, one of which had associated itself with his 
name, he says: “I thank God that I baptised none 
of you but Crispus and Caius, lest any should say 
that I had baptised in mine own name. And I 
baptised also the household of Stephanus; besides, 
I know not whether I baptised any other. For 
Christ sent me not to baptise, but to preach the 
_ gospel.” Can we imagine any man who believed 
that men are regenerated by baptism writing such 
words? If he had believed in the saving efficacy of 
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baptism, he would have rejoiced in the number he 
had baptized, and would not have spoken in such 
glowing terms of the importance of preaching. 
Rome, in keeping with her views, has allowed 
preaching almost to die out in her pulpits, and has 
given herself up to the performance of ceremonies 
to which she attaches saving power. But how 
different this is from the spirit of him who was so 
enthusiastic a preacher of the gospel ! 

This doctrine also reverses the true order of things 
as they are put before us in the Word of God. The 
Bible teaches that faith, and the repentance that 
always accompanies true faith, come first in the case 
of adults, and baptism follows to attest the faith. 
On the day of Pentecost, when Peter’s sermon led 
thousands to accept Christ as their Saviour, we are 
told that “they that gladly received his word were 
baptised.” That is, their faith, the faith by which 
they were saved, came first, and then they were 
baptised, as the public acknowledgment of Christ and 
enlistment in His service. When the eunuch asked 
baptism of Philip, he, answered, “If thou believest 
with all thine heart, thou mayest.” That is, baptism 
was to follow faith. And the uniform and consistent 
teaching of the Bible is that it is faith that saves. 
“As Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, 
even so must the Son of man be lifted up: that 
whosoever believeth may in him have eternal life. 
For God so loved the world that he gave his only 
begotten Son, that whosoever believeth on him 
should not perish, but have eternal life.” It is need- 
less to multiply texts to prove what is familiar to 
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every intelligent and unbiassed reader of God’s 
Word. 

The doctrine is also opposed to the plain facts of 
experience. Regeneration is described in the Word 
of God as a moral and spiritual transformation, 
a new creation, a new birth, a resurrection from 
spiritual death to spiritual life, a change which 
enables man to overcome sin, so that sin is no longer 
the controlling power and ruling characteristic in the 
regenerate. It cannot remain without perceptible 
effect upon the life and character. Do the mass of 
the inhabitants of a Roman Catholic country, all of 
whom have received a baptism of whose validity the 
Roman Catholic has no doubt, show the signs of 
such a regeneration? “By their fruits ye shall know 
them” was the test Christ Himself taught us to 
apply to teaching and teachers. Tried by this test 
the regeneration produced by baptism has not much 
to show for itself; while, on the other hand, those 
sects which have for various reasons rejected baptism 
altogether, but have continued the faithful preaching 
of the gospel, can show most remarkable spiritual 
fruits, as in the case of the Quakers and the Salvation 
Army. This does not show that they are right in 
discontinuing baptism, but it proves conclusively 
that baptism is not the cause of regeneration. 

The teaching that baptism is necessary for the 
salvation of infants has led to the necessity of dis- 
cussing a number of shameful questions which cannot 
be dwelt on here. It is perhaps enough to say 
now that it has led to the doctrine that it is jus- 
tiflable in certain circumstances to murder the 
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mother in order that the infant may come alive 
into the world and be baptised. A doctrine that 
leads to murder requires very strong arguments to 
justify it. 

If baptism does not regenerate, what is its pur- 
pose? This is very well expressed by the words of 
the Westminster Confession: “Sacraments are holy 
signs and seals of the covenant of grace, immediately 
instituted by God, to represent Christ and His 
benefits, and to confirm our interest in Him; as also 
to put a visible difference between those that belong 
to the Church and the rest of the world ; and solemnly 
to engage them to the service of God in Christ, 
according to His Word.” 

God has entered into a covenant with His people, 
of which the Old Testament sign was circumcision, 
and the New Testament sign is baptism. Those 
who enter into that covenant are baptised as the 
sign of their covenant relationship with Christ and 
of the blessings that belong to the covenant. Where 
the ordinance is received in the right spirit, trusting 
in Him whom the sacrament represents, we believe 
it becomes a means of grace, not as conveying the 
new life, but as strengthening the life which it pre- 
supposes. As the covenant is entered into not merely 
on our own behalf but also on behalf of our children, 
and as God has promised the benefits of the covenant 
to us and to our children, and as the children were 
partakers of the sacrament of initiation in the Old 
Testament, and the privilege has never been with- 
drawn, we believe that the children of Christian 
parents should also be baptised. We do not believe 
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that the child that dies in infancy unbaptised is lost. 
We believe that Christ takes such into His own 
arms, The promise that “as in Adam all died, even 
so in Christ shall all be made alive,” must at least 
cover all such. 
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ONE of the most important distinctions drawn by 
theologians is that between the visible and the 
invisible Church. By the visible Church is meant 
the outward organisation, the membership of which 
is indicated by outward adherence to the visible 
ecclesiastical body. The invisible Church is the 
body of those who are real believers in Christ, who 
have been regenerated by the power of His Spirit, 
and are being prepared by the Spirit for the presence 
of God ‘above,’ Tt is to the ‘Church ‘in this latter 
conception that the promises of God are given, and 
not to those who by any mere outward profession, 
or by any ceremony wrought on them, are recognised 
by the world as belonging to the Church. The 
Apostle Paul drew this distinction clearly with 
regard to Jews, and his words apply with equal 
force to Christians, whom he evidently had also in 
his mind when he wrote the words, “ For he is not 
a Jew which is one outwardly; neither is that circum- 
cision which is outward in the flesh: but he is a Jew 
which is one inwardly; and circumcision is that of 
the heart, in the spirit, not in the letter; whose 
praise is not of men, but of God.” Now this dis- 
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tinction the Church of Rome refuses to draw, and 
claims that all are in the Church who have been 
received into its membership by baptism, and all 
others are outside of the Church and of salvation. 

For this awful doctrine there is absolutely no 
proof. We have already seen that baptism is not 
the condition of salvation or the means by which 
we enter into the Church, but merely the act by 
which acknowledgment is made of the belief that the 
person baptised is already in the Church. However 
blameworthy it may be to neglect baptism, the 
neglect does not keep anyone out of the Church, 
or out of the number of the saved. On the other 
hand, no one can observe the lives of many who 
belong to the Church of Rome without seeing clearly 
that they give absolutely no evidence of being in the 
Church of Christ. Many, on the contrary, who have 
never been in that Church give clear proof of being 
children of God. 

The Church of Rome claims that it has all the 
attributes of the true Church, that it is one, holy, 
catholic, and apostolic. But it fails when tried even 
by its own tests. It claims to be one. Let us see 
what evidence it presents of its unity. If unity 
consists of oneness of outward organisation, however 
produced, then it is true that in a certain sense the 
Church of Rome possesses it. But any sect in the 
world that drives or crushes out diversity of opinion 
can make the same boast. And we know that this is 
the way the Roman Church has achieved its unity. It 
has ruthlessly stamped out with fire and sword any 
diversity of opinion that showed itself. By relent- 
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lessly refusing to allow men to assert any opinion at 
variance with its own, it has produced a semblance 
of unity. But can anyone believe that the unity 
for which Christ prayed is that of fear or of 
thoughtlessness ? 

When we examine the boasted unity more closely 
we see other flaws in it. It has not historic unity of 
doctrine, for we have seen clearly in the course of our 
study of the developments of Romanism, that there 
has been an unceasing change of doctrine in the 
Church of Rome, and that doctrines were formerly 
held belief in which would now, according to its 
present teaching, cause a man’s eternal damnation. 
Practices were sanctioned that are now forbidden; 
the organisation of the Church was not always the 
same, and the present autocratic power of the Pope 
is a modern innovation. Honorious I. accepted the 
monothelite doctrine, for which the Council of Con- 
stantinople afterwards anathematised him, One 
“infallible” Pope condemned Galileo for saying that 
the earth goes round the sun, while later equally 
“infallible” Popes have sanctioned his “heretical” 
teaching. One Pope dissolved the Jesuit Order as 
a danger to the Church, and the Jesuits are now 
omnipotent in the Church of Rome. 

And there is not at present inside the Church of 
Rome the unity that it boasts of. Those who know 
what is going on behind the scenes know that the 
quarrels between different religious orders and differ- 
ent views that are veiled by the pretence of unity are 
as bitter as those that divide denominations that have 
no outward bond of union. Witness the struggle 
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between the Reforming party and the Ultramontane 
party in the Church of Rome in different parts of the 
Church at present. Witness the determination of 
Cardinal Manning not to allow the Jesuits to get any 
foothold in his diocese. 

The Church of Rome boasts of its holiness. No 
unprejudiced student of the history of the Church of 
Rome will be disposed to deny that many of the 
saintliest men the world has seen have belonged to 
its communion. But it would be equally futile for a 
Roman Catholic to deny that men just as holy can 
be found in those communions to which the Church 
of Rome denies the name of Church and the possi- 
bility of salvation. We can go further and assert, 
without fear of contradiction from anyone well 
informed, that whole tracts of the history of the 
Church of Rome have been characterised by an 
almost inconceivable prevalence of moral degradation 
in that Church which claims the exclusive possession 
of holiness. Statements of the prevalence of vice in 
the Church of Rome in some of its historical periods 
might be quoted without number from unimpeach- 
able Roman Catholic witnesses. Many of the Popes 
have been bywords of immorality. In the tenth 
century a whole series of them were appointed by 
two famous courtesans, and even in recent times the 
characters of some well-known Bishops of Rome will 
_not bear close inspection, One of the principal 
causes of the Reformation was the widespread im- 
morality of the priests and the religious orders. If 
the Church of Rome had any special claim to holiness 
beyond that of any other Church, then it ought to be 
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holiest in those countries where it is least in contact 
with the contaminating influence of heresy. But 
as a matter of fact the opposite is the truth. The 
Church is purest in character where it is in close 
contact with Protestantism, or perhaps it should 
be said, where it is under the observant eyes of 
Protestants; while in those countries where there 
are few or no Protestants, the priesthood and the 
religious orders are to a large extent steeped in vice. 
The knowledge of this has led to that contempt or 
hatred of the priests which characterises the popula- 
tion of so many Roman Catholic countries. 

The next claim of the Roman Catholic Church 
is that it is catholic—that is, it is universal, em- 
bracing all Christians in all parts of the world. 
If no one is a Christian who does not accept the 
dogmas and practices of that Church, of course it 
must be catholic, as all who are outside of it would 
be outside of the Church. But if, as the Word of 
God teaches, all are Christians and members of the 
Church of Christ who trust in Christ for salvation, 
and are regenerated by His Spirit and are walking 
in His footsteps, then there could be no more absurd 
and preposterous claim than that which shuts out of 
the Church those who do not bow the knee to the 
Bishop of Rome. If life and character are the 
ultimate tests of true membership in the Church, 
then many of those Churches which the Bishop of 
Rome consigns to perdition have far greater evidence 
of being the true Church than the body that owes 
allegiance to him. The great leaders in the works 
of beneficence by which the world is being lifted to 
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higher levels of living and character, are not the 
nations controlled by the Pope, but those in which 
Protestantism is strongest and most active. And the 
nations in which human character is becoming most 
refined and purified are those in which Protestantism 
moulds their character. It would be a strange result 
of God’s redemptive plans if the supremacy of His 
Church should be marked everywhere by national 
and individual degeneracy. And if the Church of 
Rome is the catholic or universal Church, that 
conclusion cannot be avoided. 
The Church of Rome claims to be the apostolic 
Church. There are three points in which this claim 
may be examined—organisation, doctrine, and life. 
No one can read the New Testament and compare 
the outline of church organisation that is given there 
without seeing that there is scarcely a single point 
of contact between the church order of the apostolic 
age and that of the Church of Rome. In the 
New Testament we find no one claiming universal 
authority over the Church, not even the Apostle 
Peter, who distinctly refused to lord it over God’s 
heritage, or “clergy,” as the Douay Version has it. 
We find every Christian congregation ruled by a body 
of bishops or elders chosen by the people themselves. 
We see these office-bearers or members of the Church 
themselves exercising jurisdiction, and admitting or 
excluding members. But we see absolutely nothing 
of that elaborate and terrible engine of spiritual 
despotism which has grown up in the course of the 
ages in the Roman Church. In matters of doctrine 
we see a similar discord between the Church of 
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Rome and the apostolic Church. For two or three 
centuries after the coming of Christ we do not find a 
single distinctive doctrine of the Church of Rome. 
In the department of Christian life the Church of 
Rome is just as little in accord with the life that 
characterised the age of the apostles. No one can 
read the New Testament without being struck by 
the joyousness and freedom that marked the Chris- 
tians of that time. They had learned that Jesus had 
by His death made an adequate atonement for their 
sins, and that through faith in Him these sins were 
taken away, cleansed in His blood, and that, there- 
fore, there was no further need for sacrifice for sins, 
but that they had boldness of access to God through 
Him. They had learned that this sacrifice when 
accepted gave them assurance of salvation, and in 
the joyousness of that assurance they lived without 
fear and faced the future with the confidence that 
it meant the glad entrance of the soul into the 
presence of a reconciled God. And in the strength 
of this conviction they threw themselves into the 
work of life and into the duty of testifying to the 
grace of Christ with an energy that could come from 
no other source. How different this from the con- 
stant terror in which the Roman Catholic who thinks 
seriously of his salvation is kept by the anti-Christian 
doctrines taught him by those who claim to be the 
successors of the apostles! 

The Church of Rome is not “one” with any 
genuine or desirable spiritual unity; it is not holy 
in any special or pre-eminent sense; it is not catholic; 
and it is not apostolic. 
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No exception can now be taken to the title of this 
chapter, as the phrase has been adopted by Cardinal 
Newman, and the fact accepted by him as one of 
the legitimate developments of Christian doctrine. 

A very few words will sum up all we know about 
the life of the mother of our Lord. Her home was 
at Nazareth in Galilee, where she became betrothed 
to Joseph. During the period of her betrothal it 
was announced to her that she was to become 
miraculously the mother of the expected Messiah. 
The Gospels describe the series of events that led 
to the birth of the Saviour at Bethlehem, where 
Matthew tells us “she brought forth her first-born 
child.” This phrase implies, unless there is indis- 
putable evidence to the contrary, that she had 
other children afterwards. Accordingly, we find 
her associated several times with those who are 
called in the Gospels the brethren and the sisters of 
Jesus, the natural inference from which words the 
Evangelists take no pains to avoid. On two occasions 
she interferes with His work, and is gently rebuked 
by the Saviour. On the Cross Jesus gave her into 
the hands of the beloved disciple John to be cared 
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for by him. In Acts i. 14 she is mentioned as being 
among those disciples who continued in prayer in 
the upper room during the interval between the 
Ascension and Pentecost. No further reference is ever 
made to her in the Scriptures. This simple narrative 
is a strange contrast to the exuberance of the tradi- 
tions and speculations and doctrines that have grown 
up around her name. It will be convenient to group 
the various developments of Romanism regarding 
Mary under three heads: 1. her perpetual virginity ; 
2. her immaculate conception; 3. her deification. 

1. The Romish doctrine of the perpetual virginity 
of Mary. Of this doctrine there is not the slightest 
trace in the New Testament. On the contrary, 
Matthew tells us that Jesus was her first-born son. 
That this is to be understood in its natural sense 
is seen in the fact that the brethren of our Lord 
are frequently mentioned in the New Testament 
and generally in company with Mary, and not the 
remotest hint given that the relation was not real 
brotherhood, but some other more distant connec- 
tions. His sisters also are mentioned, and the 
names of the brothers are given. Not only is no 
countenance given in the New Testament to this 
Romanist doctrine, but there is no evidence of its 
having been anywhere taught within the pale of the 
Church for three hundred years after the birth of 
Christ. The fact of the reality of Mary’s marriage 
after the birth of Christ, and of the existence of 
brethren of our Lord, was used by great Christian 
writers in the second and third centuries as a strong 
argument against Gnostic and Docetic teachers, who 
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held that the Incarnation was impossible or unreal. 
The doctrine first appears in a work which was put 
on the first Papal Index of prohibited books as 
heretical. But when the heathen doctrine that 
celibacy is a holier state than marriage grew up in 
the Church, then of necessity the doctrine of the 
perpetual virginity of Mary grew up too, But those 
who reject the absurd and unscriptural doctrine of 
the superiority of the celibate to the married life 
will see nothing derogatory to Mary in the fact that 
she bore at least six children to Joseph after the 
birth of Jesus, and will be under no necessity to 
make fruitless attempts to explain away the plain 
meaning of the Word of God. 

2. The Romanist doctrine of the immaculate 
conception and perfect sinlessness of Mary. Of 
this teaching which has played so prominent a rdle 
in the Roman Catholic Church there is not the 
slightest trace in the Bible. Indeed, it is somewhat ' 
remarkable that on the three occasions on which 
she is recorded to have interfered with Jesus she 
is gently rebuked by Him. When Joseph and she 
took Jesus to Jerusalem in His boyhood, and He 
remained behind after the rest of the company set 
out on their return journey, they went back to 
seek Him. They found Him in the Temple in the 
midst of the doctors, hearing them and asking them 
questions, and His mother said to Him, “ Why hast 
thou thus dealt with us? Behold, thy father and 
I sought thee sorrowing.’ And he said unto them: 
“How is it that ye sought me? Wist ye not 
that I must be in my Father’s house?” And the 
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Evangelist adds what is very strange, if all that 
‘Roman Catholics believe about Mary is true, “ They 
understood not the saying which he spake santo 
them.” At the wedding in Cana, when Mary sug- 
gested to Jesus that He should interfere to /supply 
the want of wine, He said to her, “Woman, what 
have I to do with thee? Mine hour is not yet 
come.’ With the evident intention of avoiding the 
implied rebuke, the Douay Version translates the 
words: “ What is it to me and to thee?” But in 
another passage in the New Testament the Douay 
Version translates the same words by “ What have I 
to do with thee?” showing that they knew that this 
was the correct meaning of the original. On another 
occasion His rebuke to Mary was unmistakable. 
At the end of the twelfth chapter of Matthew we 
read: “ While he was yet speaking to the multitudes, 
behold, his mother and his brethren stood without, 
seeking to speak to him. And one said unto him, 
Behold, thy mother.and thy brethren stand without, 
seeking to speak to thee. But he answered and 
said unto him that told him, Who is my mother? 
and who are my brethren? And he stretched forth 
his hand towards his disciples, and said, Behold, 
my mother and my brethren! For whosoever shall 
do the will of my Father which is in heaven, he is 
my brother, and sister, and mother.” No words 
could more plainly rebuke her for interference with 
Him in His work, or show more clearly that no 
human relationship, not even the close and tender 
one of motherhood, justified such interference, and 
that even Mary must take her place among other 
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men and women when He began His work of 
redemption, and that doing His Father’s will would 
bring anyone into as close a relation to Him as that 
in which Mary stood. Nor did she herself believe 
in her sinlessness. For in the Magnzficat she calls 
God her Saviour, a title which would be meaningless 
if she were sinless. The claim is therefore absolutely 
without foundation in the Bible. 

But Roman Catholics are not content with claim- 
ing that she was sinless during her life, but also 
claim that she was conceived without sin, and the 
immaculate conception has become a doctrine which 
must be believed by Romanists on peril of eternal 
damnation. It is needless to say that this doctrine 
is a pure invention of the Roman Catholic Church. 
It has absolutely no place in the Word of God. 
And it is equally devoid of foundation in the early 
history of the Christian Church. Augustine re- 
peatedly says that she was born in original sin, 
Anselm, who ‘died in 1109, declares in his famous 
book, Cur Deus Homo, that “the Virgin herself 
whence He was assumed was conceived in iniquity, 
and in sin did her mother conceive her.’ The 
greatest thinkers and saints of the Church for twelve 
hundred years were opposed to this doctrine. The 
first great crisis in the history of the doctrine occurred 
in the year 1140, when the canons of the Cathedral 
of Lyons instituted a festival in celebration of the 
doctrine. Bernard of Clairvaux wrote to them 
remonstrating earnestly with them on their conduct. 
He argued vigorously against the doctrine on the 
ground of its novelty, its unscripturalness, and its 
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absurdity. In the thirteenth century all the leading 
theologians, such as Alexander Halensis, Albertus 
Magnus, and Thomas Aquinas, took the same 
position as Bernard. For centuries the doctrine 
became the burning question debated between the 
Dominicans and the Franciscans, the former op- 
posing and the latter supporting it. And all this 
time the Pope, with his supposed infallibility, never 
interfered to give light on so important a question. 
At length in the course of the centuries the doctrine 
had so far gained ground that it was considered safe 
to promulgate an “infallible” decree on the subject, 
and in the year 1854 a bull of Pope Pius Ix. made the 
immaculate conception, which had been opposed by 
saints and theologians like Augustine, and Anselm, and 
Bernard, and Thomas Aquinas, henceforth an article 
of faith to be accepted under pain of hell for ever. The 
history of the doctrine is its sufficient condemnation. 

3. The deification of Mary. To turn aside the 
charge that they are guilty of idolatry in worshipping 
the saints and the mother of our Lord, Roman 
Catholic theologians have invented a distinction 
between different kinds of worship: /atrza, which is 
rendered to God; hyperdulia, which is due to Mary; 
and dulia, which is accorded to the saints. But 
the distinction does not exist in practice, and was 
devised only for controversial purposes. And as I 
said in the beginning of this chapter, so distinguished 
a theologian on the Roman Catholic side as Cardinal 
Newman fearlessly accepts the word “ deification” as 
describing the attitude of Romanists to the mother 
of our Lord. Asa matter of fact, no higher worship 

106 


y 


THE DEIFICATION OF MARY 


can be rendered even to God Himself than that 
which Romanists give to Mary. One of the greatest 
theologians of the Roman Church was St. Bona- 
ventura, whose canonisation means that his teaching 
is authoritatively approved by the Church. In his 
Psalter he turns the whole language of the Psalms 
addressed to God into addresses to the Virgin. And 
he does the same with language in the New Testa- 
ment referring to Christ. Surely that is deifying 
her. One of the most widely circulated books of 
devotion in the Roman Catholic Church is St. 
Alphonsus Liguori’s Glories of Mary. In this book 
the position in the plan of salvation is given to 
Mary which the Bible gives to Christ, and language 
is used of her which is used of God or Christ in the 
New Testament, and which can only be blasphemous 
if used of any but God. In it it is said that as God 
so loved the world that He gave His only-begotten 
Son, so it may be said that Mary so loved us that 
she gave her only-begotten Son for us; that the way 
of salvation is open to none otherwise than through 
Mary; that no one is saved but through her; that 
our salvation is in her hands; that she can do 
whatever she pleases both in heaven and in earth; 
that all power is given to her in heaven and earth, 
and that she is able to raise those who are in despair 
to confidence; that she is omnipotent; that she is 
the mistress of heaven, for there she commands as 
she wills and admits as she wills. Could anything 
be more utterly inconsistent with the position she 
occupies in the New Testament, and with the prompt- 
ness with which Jesus stopped any attempt on her 
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part to interfere with His work? The influence of 
such teaching is seen in the religious life of the 
present day in the Roman Catholic Church. It is 
not Jesus that is worshipped, but Mary. It is not 
to Jesus, but to Mary, that they look for salvation. 
The origin of this idolatrous worship of the Virgin 
is easily understood when we examine closely the 
history of the Christian Church. It is due chiefly to 
two influences, the reception of immense multitudes 
of unconverted heathen into the Church, and the 
controversies on the Divinity of Christ. The most 
popular worship in the heathen world in the early 
centuries of the Christian era was that of various 
female deities, some of which cults were compara- 
tively pure, and some exceedingly gross. When the 
empire was proclaimed Christian, and multitudes who 
had no conception of the character of Christianity, 
and had never experienced any change of heart, 
professed conversion and were accepted into the 
membership of the Church, they carried with them 
their old beliefs in the female deities they had 
worshipped before, and transferred to Mary the 
worship they had rendered to female deities before 
their supposed conversion. Then in the third and 
fourth centuries the great controversies were chiefly 
about the Divinity of Christ. Now there can be no 
doubt that, however correct and orthodox the con- 
clusions reached on that vital point are, the way in 
which those conclusions are expressed in the creeds 
and in the sermons of the period tended to make the 
other side of Christ’s nature—His gentle, tender, 
loving, intense humanity—very unreal to the ordinary 
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Christian. The worshipper felt that the Christ of 
the creeds and the pulpit was not divine with the 
gracious, sympathetic human divineness of the Jesus 
of the Gospels. The human heart wants a Saviour 
who can sympathise with it, and when the prevailing 
conception of the Redeemer was that of a Divinity 
standing aloof from men in awful majesty, before 
whom they must yet stand in judgment, the heart 
turned instinctively to look for something more 
attractive to the penitent, longing soul, and the 
mother of the Redeemer seemed to offer what man 
wanted, Gradually she was invested with the tender 
and gracious attributes that won the hearts of men 
to Jesus when He was on earth. But if men formed 
a false estimate of the character of Jesus, and were 
repelled instead of being attracted, the remedy should 
have been a reversion to the portrait of Jesus as given 
in the Gospels. No one who studies the Gospels 
and sees there the divinely human figure of Christ ; 
sees Him receiving publicans and sinners and eating 
with them; sees Him laying His loving, healing hand on 
those who were sick ; drawing to His side all who were 
labouring and heavy laden; taking little children into 
His arms and blessing them ; speaking words of com- 
fort to weeping mothers and sisters; bearing patiently 
the scorn of His enemies and the dulness of His dis- 
ciples; no one who steeps his soul in the tenderness 
and graciousness of the Gospels needs to turn aside to 
saint or Virgin to find the comfort and sympathy he 
may need, but will go direct to the fountain-head of 
all love and sympathy in Jesus Himself. And none 
that come unto Him will He in any wise cast out. 
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THE mother of our Lord is not the only being to 
whom Roman Catholics accord the worship due to 
God alone. An innumerable company of saints, 
some of whom never existed except in the devout 
imagination of their worshippers, have obtained posi- 
tions of divine honour. ‘The Brahman alone can vie 
with the Roman Catholic in the number of objects 
to which worship is rendered. In fact, the Virgin, 
the saints, and their relics and their images fill such 
a large place in the mind of the ordinary Romanist 
that it is no wonder that Christ has receded into the 
background instead of being “all and in all,’ as He 
was to the writers of the New Testament. Every 
church, every locality, every country, every trade, 
every day has its patron saint, who is looked to 
and prayed to, that he may help his clients in 
the hour of need. We often express our pity for 
the benighted heathen who knows not the Creator 
and Redeemer of all, and thinks of each locality, 
and sometimes each natural object, as having its 
presiding deity. But has not the same concep- 
tion of things been revived by Romanism inside 
the pale of the Christian Church, and with a 
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Christianised nomenclature, but with the spirit of it 
little altered ? . 

The great mission of Israel was to teach mankind 
to worship only “the one living and true God,’ the 
Ruler of heaven and earth. The events of its history 
were, indeed, mainly intended to impress this lesson 
on their own hearts and qualify them for carrying it 
to others. And so thoroughly did they learn this 
lesson, that when Christ came He had no need to 
spend His strength on this work. Wherever the 
Jews had gone they had taught this lesson to the 
people among whom they were exiled, and many 
of the best spirits in heathen nations had been in- 
fluenced by Jewish monotheism, and to a great 
extent had thrown aside their polytheism. There 
is no trace in the New Testament of worship in any 
of the degrees, between which Roman Catholic theo- 
logians for controversial purposes make such subtle 
distinctions, being rendered to any being but God 
alone. When John was being shown the glories of 
heaven, he tells us that he fell at the feet of the angel 
to worship him. “And he said unto me, See thou 
do it not: I am a fellow-servant with thee and 
with thy brethren that hold the testimony of Jesus: 
worship God.” And when a second time later in the 
revelations being shown to him, he again fell down to 
worship his angelic guide, the prohibition is repeated 
with the addition of the statement that the angel 
was also the fellow-servant, not only of the apostle 
and the prophets, but of all “who keep the words of 
this book.” We are told, too, that when the Apostle 
Peter went to Cornelius, in obedience to the divine 
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intimation that he was to preach to that heathen 
officer and his household, “When it came to pass 
that Peter entered, Cornelius met him, and fell down 
at his feet, and worshipped him. But Peter raised 
him up, saying, Stand up; I myself also am a man.” 
The widespread worship of saints in the Roman 
Catholic Church, which is so much opposed to the 
commands and to the spirit of the New Testament, 
had its origin in two sources, First, the com- 
memoration of the deaths of martyrs and other 
distinguished saints. Just as men in all ages have 
been accustomed to commemorate birthdays or 
other anniversaries of heroes whose deeds had fired 
their imagination, so in the early days of the history 
of the Church men began to commemorate the days 
on which distinguished martyrs had sealed their 
testimony to Christ with their blood. In this way 
their faith and loyalty to Christ was no doubt stimu- 
lated and the desire to emulate their deeds quick- 
ened. From this an undue exaltation of the heroes 
of the past grew up. But probably the worship of 
saints would never have attained the dimensions it 
has done had it not been for the other cause that 
operated in the same direction. When Constantine 
declared the empire Christian, and used his immense 
imperial influence to make all his subjects acknow- 
ledge allegiance to Christ, it became a popular, and 
often a profitable, thing to be a Christian, in name at 
least, and multitudes of heathens pressed into the 
Church, who remained heathen except in name, 
heathen in the fundamental views they held of all 
things religious, and heathen in the spirit of their 
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lives, The saints took the place of the deities they 
had been accustomed to worship, and their Christian 
Olympus had as many gods and goddesses as their 
Greek and Roman Olympus, only they called them 
saints and worshipped them at Christian altars. 
Instead of the heathen being Christianised, heathen- 
ism was christened and received into the bosom of 
the Church with the disastrous results which the 
history of the Church has witnessed. No one can 
read the New Testament with a candid, open mind 
without seeing at once the incompatibility of this side 
of Romanism with the religion that tells us “there is 
one God, and one Mediator between God and man, 
the man Christ Jesus,’ and “that no man cometh 
unto the Father but by him.” 

Closely connected with the invocation of saints 
is the worship of relics, which has such a shameful 
history in the Church of Rome. Reverence. for the 
memorials of the great of bygone days is an inborn 
instinct in the human heart. It has existed in all 
ages and in every country, and it plays a most 
important part in the social, political, and religious 
life of every people. We all know the emotional 
influence the memorials of those friends who have 
gone home have on every sensitive heart, and how a 
portrait, a lock of hair, an old garment is treasured 
and calls up old associations, and brings back to the 
heart “the touch of a vanished hand and the sound 
of a voice that is still”’ When one goes through 
the most interesting United Services Museum in 
Whitehall, and looks at the relics of Nelson, pre- 
served there with loving care, the last uniform he 
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wore, the last despatch he issued, the last messages 
of love he penned before he went into the battle 
that brought him death and immortal fame, one 
can easily imagine what an influence these things 
must have in kindling the imagination and zeal of 
those who in later days have followed the great 
admiral in maintaining Britain’s dominion of the 
seas. When we have stood on some spot, hallowed 
by the memory of some great deed done for Christ, 
or of great suffering endured for Him, we can 
understand how the soil of Iona made even the 
cold, unemotional nature of Dr. Samuel Johnson 
glow with enthusiasm. 

That God intended this reverence for the 
memorials of the past to be an aid to religion, is 
seen in the preservation of the pot of manna, and 
of Aaron’s rod that budded, and of the brazen 
serpent in the ark. And had the Roman Catholic 
Church been content to use the relics of the saints 
and of their service in a sober and wise way, no 
Protestant in any age would have raised his voice, 
and one of the most shameful pages in her history 
would not have been written. The Bible, which 
gives illustrations of the way memorials can serve 
spiritual life, also shows the danger that may arise 
in connection with relics, and the way in which it 
may be necessary to deal with them. When the 
brazen serpent, which must have been the most 
precious relic Israel possessed, became an object of 
worship, Hezekiah broke it in pieces. It would 
have been well for the Christian Church if its 
leaders had had Hezekiah’s courage when relics 
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began to take a place in its worship which they 
should not have got. But no one had his courage 
in the early days of relic worship. And so the 
practice grew. It received an immense stimulus 
through the Crusades. The man who made 
the armed pilgrimage to the Holy Sepulchre felt 
it necessary to bring home some tangible evi- 
dence that he had been there, and if he had 
no relics that were genuine he could invent them. 
Then the multiplication of relics went on apace. 
Crowns of thorns, crosses, holy coats, and other 
relics were easily duplicated. Wars were fought 
for their possession. Raids of monasteries were 
made by other monasteries to plunder relics, There 
was no sin in stealing if it was a relic that was the 
object of the crime. Relics were hawked about and 
sold till the traffic became a public scandal, and 
at the time of the Reformation it was one of the 
commonest butts of sarcasm. It is not surprising 
that the Reformers, in the spirit of Hezekiah, felt 
it necessary to take steps which, under other circum- 
stances, they probably would have avoided, and 
swept away relics wherever they found them. This 
is one of the matters in which the Reformation has 
effected a revolution even in the Roman Catholic 
Church itself. That Church is now much more 
cautious than it used to be in the acknowledgment 
of relics, and has reformed some of the abuses con- 
nected with them. But that it still falls into 
dangerous traps in the matter is seen in the disaster 
the Pope's infallibility has recently suffered over the 
relics which were to make the new Westminster 
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Cathedral sacred, but which, in spite of his verdict, 
have been proved and acknowledged a fraud. 

There is room for only a few words on the worship 
ofimages. This practice is strictly forbidden in the 
Bible. The Israelites were taught that they were 
to make no likeness of any object in heaven or earth 
to worship it. In the early and purer form of all 
religions known to us there were no images or 
pictures used for religious purposes. So well had 
Israel learned this lesson, that at the time of Christ 
the distinguishing mark of the Jewish religion every- 
where that struck all observers was that they had no 
symbols, images, or pictures of their God. The 
growth of the practice of worshipping images was 
very slow in the Christian Church, and it met with 
the most intense opposition in different parts of the 
Church as late as the eighth and ninth centuries. 
But at length the opposition died out or was over- 
come, and idolatry poured into the Church like a 
flood. Pictures that had been put into the Church 
for the professed purpose of instructing the ignorant 
through the eye became objects of worship, thus 
usurping the place of the God to whom they were 
intended to lead men. In this matter, too, the 
Reformers were compelled to take steps, which have 
frequently led to charges of vandalism against them. 
But it was not, with the more intelligent of them, 
vandalism that led to the destruction of works of 
art that had become objects of religious veneration, 
but the necessity to do away with hindrances to the 
direct approach of the soul to God. When a picture 
or a statue absorbs to itself the worship of God, 

116 


WORSHIP OF SAINTS, RELICS, AND IMAGES 


which it should inspire, then it becomes a danger 
that must at all costs be removed if we are to be 
loyal to Him who has laid down the principle that 
if our right hand cause us to stumble we must be 
prepared to cut it off. 
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FOR many centuries the Church of Rome has insisted 
sternly on the celibacy of the clergy. It is im- 
portant, therefore, to consider how this feature of 
Romanism stands related to the teaching of the 
Word of God. 

From whatever standpoint we view it, marriage is 
the most important of human institutions. It has 
no rival in the extent of its influence on individual, 
social, and national life. Anything that elevates, 
purifies, and sanctifies married life blesses the 
individual and the society in which he lives to an 
extent that is incalculable. It is not surprising to 
find, therefore, that marriage and family life occupy 
a prominent place in the Bible, and that in it rich 
blessings are pronounced on those who preserve its 
purity, and stern curses on those who mar or destroy 
its beauty. 

One of the special characteristics of the Jews, 
even under the Old Testament dispensation, was the 
high standard of married life that prevailed among 
them as compared with surrounding nations. The 
teaching of Jesus gives marriage a higher place, and 
makes its obligations more binding than before. 
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That there is anything in marriage inconsistent with 
the highest type of sanctity is an idea entirely 
foreign to the Bible. In the Book of Genesis we 
are told that God said, “It is not good for man to 
be alone.” The saints of the Old Testament were 
probably, without exception, married men, The 
priests, whose sanctity was hedged around in various 
ways, were married men. Some at any rate of the 
apostles were married, and certainly the Apostle 
Peter, whose wife, we are told by the Apostle Paul, 
accompanied her husband on his missionary journeys. 
Paul, toc, seems to have been a widower, as he was 
a member of the Jewish Council, which he could not 
have been if he had not been married. In his letters, 
too, to Timothy and Titus the same apostle says 
that bishops and deacons should be married men. 
And the Epistle to the Hebrews says marriage is 
honourable in all, and there is nothing to indicate 
that it is only in the case of laymen that it is 
honourable. 

The Apostle Paul puts special honour on marriage 
by making it the type of the union of Christ and 
His Church. And in his first letter to Timothy he 
mentions “ forbidding to marry” as one of the marks 
of the apostasy which was to come on the Church. 
The apostle recognises, as everyone must, that 
there are special individual cases in which, owing to 
special individual circumstances, marriage is inad- 
visable. But that it is the natural and proper state 
for men and women, and the state in which the 
highest human sanctity may be attained, is the 
universal teaching of God’s Word, 
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How different is all this from the view of the 
subject which prevails in the Church of Rome! That 
Church teaches that the unmarried state is a higher 
and holier one than the married, and in harmony 
with this view prohibits marriage in all grades of 
the priesthood, and makes celibacy an indispensable 
condition of entrance into its various monastic orders, 
which exhibit the standard of piety at which it aims. 

We have seen above that the doctrine of Rome 
on the subject is entirely condemned by the teaching 
of the Bible. 

It is also condemned by the teachings of nature. 
Nature and revelation come from the same hand, 
and cannot teach contradictory doctrines. Whatever 
is distinctly taught in nature is as divine in its 
authority as anything can be. As a matter of fact, 
nature and revelation agree in teaching that marriage 
is the natural, divinely intended state in which men 
and women are to live, and that it must therefore 
be the holiest state. 

The teaching of Rome is also condemned by the 
fact that it involves the withdrawing from the current 
of elevating social influences the forces that should 
be most beneficial The most potent force for 
elevating the race is parental influence. As the | 
parents are, so, to a great extent, will the children 
be. Wesee what an enormous influence is attributed 
to parental example and authority in the Bible, and 
how frequently parents are exhorted to the due dis- 
charge of their duties. Now, any teaching that 
lowers the reverence for the married state, and with- 
draws from it those who form the best part of the 
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community, must be a curse. It ought to be the 
aim of the Church to strengthen the religious 
element in the parenthood of the country. But 
Rome acts on the opposite principle of encouraging 
the most religious element of her membership to 
shirk parental responsibilities, and isolates from the 
community the force of religious life that ought to 
be exercised in the nurture of the rising generation. 
The result is seen in the lower moral standard of 
life in Roman Catholic as compared with Protestant 
countries, 

The doctrine is also condemned, like most other 
Roman Catholic doctrines, by its history. It forms 
no part of primitive Christianity. The New Testa- 
ment knows nothing of clerical celibacy. The 
Apostle Paul in the passage already referred to 
states that there are circumstances in which it is 
advisable for some people not to marry, But 
this principle he applies to the laity, not to the 
clergy. Bishops, or presbyters, and deacons are, as 
we have seen, required to be married men. There 
is no suggestion of monasticism in the New Testa- 
ment anywhere. Inthe Greek Church to the present 
day the priests are required to be married. And in 
those Greek communities which have joined the 
Church of Rome the priests are allowed to marry. 
What is right for Roman Catholic priests living in 
the East cannot be wrong for those who live in the 
West. Morality is not a question of geography, but 
of ethics. Like so much that is distinctive of 
Romanism, celibacy came in with the influx of 
unconverted heathen into the Church. With the 
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rise of Gnosticism in the Church, and with the 
spread of Manicheism, with its doctrine of the in- 
herent evil of matter, this doctrine of the superiority 
of the celibate to the married life arose. But there 
was a long and a bitter fight before it was the 
accepted doctrine of the Church. As late even asthe 
time of Hildebrand (Gregory vil.), who was elected 
Pope in 1073, a large proportion of the priests of the 
Western Church were married. And it required 
all the tremendous force and genius of that cele- 
brated pontiff to win a decisive victory in the contest. 
The real motive that influenced that ecclesiastical 
statesman in his struggle for clerical celibacy is seen 
in his words: “Non liberari potest ecclesia a ser- 
vitute laicorum, nisi liberentur clerici ab uxoribus.” 
(The Church cannot be freed from servitude to the 
laity unless the clergy are freed from their wives.) 
He was entangled in a great struggle for dominion 
over the Emperor and the other potentates of Western 
Europe, and he saw that the only army with which 
he could fight his battles was a clergy severed from 
all human ties by which they could be linked to the 
civil order in which they lived. So if the laity of 
the Church of Rome wish to regain their God-given 
rights in the Church, it will be necessary for them to 
insist on the clergy having restored to them their 
human and Christian right to entrance into the 
marriage which the Word of God allows them. 
Celibacy makes the priesthood a caste inside the 
Church at the absolute disposal of the hierarchy, 
but isolated from sympathy with ordinary human 
ties and feelings. 
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The doctrine is also condemned by the effects it 
has produced in the celibates themselves. This is a 
subject into which it is impossible to go in detail in 
these pages. But the truth forbids us to overlook it. 
The fact is unquestionable that no matter how grand 
was the character of the founders of the great 
monastic orders, or how noble the moral impetus 
with which they began their careers, they all sooner 
or later became sinks of unspeakable vice. This 
can be proved up to the hilt from unimpeachable 
Roman Catholic sources. And it is also unquestion- 
able that in those Roman Catholic countries where 
Romanism is not under the watchful eye of Pro- 
testarttism the immorality of the priesthood is a 
byword. Nature always avenges breaches of her 
laws. 

The doctrine is also condemned by the inconsist- 
ency of Rome herself on the subject. Rome speaks 
with two voices on it. To the laity marriage is a 
sacrament, the symbol of the mystic union of Christ 
and His people. To the priesthood it is a descent 
to a lower ideal of life, a proof that they are in 
bondage to the flesh, and unable to overcome the 
corruption of their nature. Can anything be more 
inconsistent? What is a sacrament to one section 
of the Church cannot be a source of moral corruption 
to another. If it is a sacrament, why should the 
priest be deprived of the advantage and spiritual 
blessings that it conveys? If it is not a sacrament, 
why should the laity not be taught to avoid it as 
they value the salvation of their souls? 
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ONE element in the ascetic ideal of life, which finds 
its principal realisation in monasticism, has already 
been dealt with in the last chapter, on the celibacy of 
the clergy. But it is necessary to deal with the 
ascetic ideal as a whole, and with the embodiment of 
it which we find in monastic institutions. 

When we turn to the New Testament for a picture 
of the Christian life as it existed in the time of the 
apostles, we see at once that the earliest Christians 
lived a free, joyous life. The impulse of a new hope 
and a new love filled them with an energy that 
lifted their lives above petty anxiety about trifles, 
and kept them from falling into the slavery of a 
painful scrupulosity about the details of life. Their 
love to Christ, and their joy in the redemption He 
had given them, became a sanctifying influence in 
their whole life, lifted their lives to a higher level, 
and enabled them to meet the daily problems of life 
fearlessly, and, in the varied circumstances in which 
they were placed, to consecrate their powers to His 
service. Their spirit is well expressed in the 
Apostle Paul’s phrase, “the glorious liberty of the 
children of God.” In this it is evident that they 
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were following the spirit of the Master. There is 
not in His life that constraint, that isolation from 
His fellows, that mutilating of the interests of life, 
that limitation of the ties of life, which finds its 
fullest embodiment in the various forms of monas- 
ticism. He began His ministry at a wedding; He 
freely attended the feasts made for Him by His rich 
friends and even by men who could not be called 
His friends. While poor Himself, and associated 
with the poor throughout His life, He gives no 
indication that He wished His followers to be always 
in that state. His command to the rich young 
ruler to sell all that he had and give to the poor was 
evidently given not because He considered that such 
an action was good in itself, or had any special 
sanctity, but because it was the necessary test in his 
case of his willingness to put Christ before all else in 
his life. Jesus finds His pictures of the blessedness 
of Christian life most frequently in those things 
which the ascetic ideal of life despises—in the 
marriage feast with its joy and gladness, in the 
happiness of family life, in the man of property 
administering his wealth, in the man entrusted with 
property to act on his own discretion as to the best 
way of furthering his master’s trust. 

But after a time this joyous, free spirit gave way 
in many to a gloomy, pessimistic view of life. 
Persecution came, often fierce, relentless, fiery, and it 
had the effect of fostering in the minds of many 
members of the Church a fierce and a fanatical 
spirit. And then when persecution passed away, 
and it often was of advantage rather than the reverse 
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to be a Christian, the Church was flooded with many 
whose conversion from heathenism was merely 
nominal, and whose life in the Church was little, if 
anything, better than when they still passed for 
heathen. This of necessity led to a reaction in the 
opposite direction in many; and because many lived 
low, worldly lives, some thought the only way to live 
unworldly lives was to isolate themselves from 
contact with the world as much as possible. So they 
fled to the desert and lived as hermits. When many 
lived this life, and many evils arose, the need of 
organisation became manifest, and from solitary life 
the movement passed into the common life of 
brotherhoods. And with varying rules and circum- 
stances this has since then been the recognised type 
of the ascetic life. 

The ascetic ideal is condemned by the fact that it 
takes an unscriptural view of the Christian’s relation 
to the world. Christ does not pray that His people 
should be taken out of the world, but that they 
should be kept from the evil. There is nothing in 
His teaching that gives any sanction to the idea that 
there is any holiness in isolating ourselves from 
fellowship with our fellows; but, on the contrary, by 
example and by precept, He teaches that we are 
to purify the world by bringing into contact with 
it the purifying power of the new life He creates 
in us. 

The ascetic ideal is condemned by its origin. The 
principal influence which created it was the influx of 
Gnosticism into the Church. Very early in its 
history the gospel came into contact with Eastern 
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influences, emanating from those various forms of 
thought which had in common the idea that matter 
was in itself evil, and that freedom from sin could 
only be achieved by freedom from the flesh, and that 
consequently the necessary course of sanctification 
must include the subjection or elimination of the 
flesh as much as possible. This view led to several 
heresies, against which the Church had a strenuous 
battle to fight for a long period. But it had serious 
moral consequences also. One was the growth of 
the ascetic ideal of life with the theory of sanctifi- 
cation that required the annihilation of all natural 
inclinations and pleasures. But this view is deeply 
dishonouring to God, for it implies that our Creator 
made us with natural inclinations and capacities for 
enjoyment that these might be snares to us, and to 
make the process of sanctity a torture by requiring 
us, aS a condition of saintship, to annihilate the 
capacities He has created Himself. Pleasure and 
happiness cannot safely be made the end of life; 
but any adequate conception of life must include 
happiness. Man’s chief end, as a famous catechism 
has it, must in the first place be to glorify God, but 
that end must also include enjoying Him for ever ; 
and God has given us capacities for pleasure that we 
may exercise them. 

The ascetic ideal is also condemned by its 
cowardice. It is a flight from the responsibilities of 
life which God has imposed upon us, The ascetic 
probably thinks that he is displaying a high type of 
heroism. But there is a truer heroism in the 
acceptance of life’s responsibilities, in the discharge 
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of life’s duties, and in the steady control of the 
manifold faculties that God has bestowed upon us 
for use in His service, than in flight from the ties 
and associations of human relationships, and the 
attempted annihilation of human feelings. 

The ascetic ideal embodied in monasticism is also 
condemned by its selfishness. It concentrates the 
thoughts and the activities of the soul on self, and 
makes it the one great end of life and of religion to 
save self and cut self off from all that would endanger 
salvation. But this is not the spirit of the gospel. 
The gospel teaches that the soul is to be elevated 
to the highest reaches of sanctification by losing 
the thought of self in the higher thought of love 
to God, and by serving Him in the service of 
man, 

The ascetic ideal embodied in monasticism is also 
condemned by the fact that it requires for its support 
the doctrine of a twofold moral standard. The 
advocates of the ascetic ideal recognise that their 
doctrine cannot be acted on by all. It would 
annihilate the race in a single generation if it were. 
But apart from that objection it is felt that the 
majority of men will never accept the suppression of 
all natural instincts as the standard of their lives. 
So they are compelled either to relegate all those 
who refuse to accept their standard to outer darkness, 
or teach that the ascetic is the higher standard, but 
that there is a lower one, to which it is sufficient that 
the ordinary man of the world should attain. This 
has given rise to the unscriptural distinction of moral 
laws into “ precepts” binding on all, and “ counsels of 
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perfection” binding only on those who aim at the 
perfect life. But Christ requires us all to aim at 
the perfect life. His command to all is—‘ Be ye 
therefore perfect as your Father in heaven is perfect.” 
He says the first commandment of the law is to love 
the Lord our God with all our heart, and with all our 
soul, and with all our strength, and with all our mind. 
There are no exceptions to these commands, and the 
ascetic can reach no higher in his loftiest ascetic 
struggles. Not only is the distinction an un- 
scriptural one, but it has led to disastrous conse- 
quences. In the ascetic it has led to the general 
prevalence of spiritual pride, which our Lord looks on 
as one of the worst of sins, one from which it is more 
difficult than most others to rescue men, because they 
so seldom recognise it as a sin at all; and in the 
rank and file of the Church it has ever tended to 
lower the whole tone of moral feeling, by teaching 
them that they are not required or expected to rise 
to a high standard of moral life and sanctity. They 
have therefore taken the ascetic at his word, and 
contented themselves with a common, worldly type 
of religion, instead of being taught that they were 
under the same high standard, and were required to 
give the whole heart to God, and reach the holiness 
of which God Himself is the standard. “Be ye holy, 
for I am holy,” was not spoken to ascetics, but to the 
whole Church of Christ. 

The ascetic ideal of monasticism is also condemned 
by its disastrous failure. If history has proved 
“anything, and surely history is one of God’s ways 
of teaching mankind, it teaches that monasticism 
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cannot be saved from deep corruption, and must 
sooner or later become a cesspool of moral degrada- 
tion. This may seem strong language, but it is only 
putting in a few words what is writ large in the 
history of all the great monastic orders. 
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THE rosary is taken as the subject of this chapter 
because it is the best illustration of the arithmetical 
and mechanical worship which in the Roman Catholic 
Church has taken the place of the spiritual worship 
the Bible teaches us to render to God. 

Prayer is necessary to anything that can properly 
be called religion. It is the channel and means of 
our intercourse with God. Anything that can make 
prayer more real, anything that can bring us into 
closer fellowship with God, anything that can assist 
us in the maintenance of a spirit of prayer, must be 
a genuine blessing to us in a world that often tends 
to hinder prayer by its seducements to sin and 
thoughtlessness, It is more than probable that the 
introduction of the rosary was brought about with 
the best intentions. But a very brief consideration 
of its history will show us that when unscriptural 
means are adopted for the maintenance of spiritual 
life, the results are certain to be disastrous in the 
extreme, no matter how excellent the intentions 
may be. 

The rosary is a string of larger and smaller beads 
used by the members of the Roman Church to secure 
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that the Lord’s Prayer and the “ Hail, Mary” will 
be repeated the proper number of times. The word 
is also used to designate the worship in which the 
beads are used. The habit of repeating the Lord’s 
Prayer frequently arose in the early days of hermit 
and monastic life. Early Church historians mention 
a hermit in the desert of Pherme who repeated it 
300 times in succession, and to make sure that he 
should go through the right number of repetitions, 
he counted 300 pebbles in his lap and threw away 
one at each repetition. 

The “Hail, Mary,” the other part of the rosary 
prayers, was first used as a formula of prayer in the 
second half of the eleventh century, but came into 
general use first towards the thirteenth century. 
Peter Damiani, a distinguished Roman Catholic 
theologian, who died in 1072, mentions as something 
strange that some clergymen repeated daily the 
prayer, “ Hail, Mary, full of grace,” etc. Bishop Odo, 
of Paris, at the end of the twelfth and the beginning 
- of the thirteenth centuries, mentions the recitation of 
the “ Hail, Mary,” as well as the Lord’s Prayer and 
the Creed, as a universal custom to which the priests 
should hold the people. This shows when the 
practice arose. There can be no pretension that 
the rosary is a primitive element of worship. It 
arose in the Middle Ages. 

The rosary, by which the repetition of the “ Hail 
Mary” is checked, must have come in after the 
practice of repeating those words had begun and 
established itself. The tradition among the members 
of the Dominican Order is that St. Dominic deserves 
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the honour of introducing this instrument of worship. 
And this tradition is accepted by Pope Pius v.in a 
bull in the year 1569. It is doubtful if it can be 
dated back so far. But at all events the proper or 
full rosary was first used by the Dominicans. 
According to the opinion of many, the use of the 
rosary arose from the intercourse of Christians with 
Mohammedans during the period of the Crusades, 
The Mohammedans use a similar means of counting 
the Ninety-nine Beautiful Names of Allah on which 
they meditate during some of their occasions of wor- 
ship. But since before the origin of Islam the Indian 
Buddhists had a similar string of beads to count 
their prayers, the heathen origin of the rosary 
seems evident enough, though we may not be able 
to trace the pathway by which it found its way into 
the worship of Christians. 

But the history of the rosary does not end here. 
It was not enough that it should be a useful instru- 
ment for measuring a mechanical worship. It 
became the basis of union in brotherhoods, a cause 
of Romish festivals, and an additional title to 
the many-titled Virgin of Romish worship. The 
Dominican, Jacob Sprenger, the well-known Grand 
Inquisitor of Germany, founded in the year 1475 
the first Confraternity of the Rosary in the 
Dominican Church in Cologne, in order to save 
that city from the troubles of war that oppressed 
it. Pope Sixtus Iv, bestowed on the Confraternity, 
on condition that it performed the worship of the 
Rosary on the five great festivals of the Virgin, 
the privilege of 100 days’ indulgence. Three years 
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later this generous indulgence was extended to 
seven years. The purgatorial advantages of the 
Confraternity were still further extended in 1520 by 
a bull of Leo x., a veritable pagan, who probably 
did not believe in Christianity at all. The chief 
impulse to the rosary worship and the Confraternity 
devoted to its culture was received after the great 
victory of John of Austria over the Turks off 
Lepanto in 1571. This victory was ascribed to 
the intercession of the Virgin, and the day on which 
it was won (the first Sunday of October) was made 
the festival of the rosary, which gradually became 
a universal festival of the Roman Church. And now 
we have churches dedicated to Our Lady of the 
Rosary. 

We naturally ask ourselves what foundation there 
is in Christianity for all this. A close examination 
of it shows that it is heathenism pure and simple. 
When the Mohammedan took over the aid to 
memory which the Buddhist’s string of beads 
furnished, he ennobled the use of the beads by 
making them the means of recalling the numerous 
beautiful names of God on which he was by medita- 
tion to foster his devotion, though even this was in 
the nature of things certain to become a mechanical 
repetition. But the Roman Catholic has made it 
once more what it was originally in the heathen 
home of its birth, a mere counting machine to secure 
the correct number of repetitions of the forms of 
words which he calls prayer. Nothing can be more 
directly opposed to the letter and the spirit of our 
Lord’s teaching on the subject than the rosary. 
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In the most.explicit terms He condemns what the 
rosary represents. In the Sermon on the Mount, 
in which He embodies so much practical teaching 
on the subject of prayer, He says: “ And in praying 
use not vain repetitions, as the Gentiles do; for they 
think that they shall be heard for their much speak- 
ing. Be not therefore like unto them: for your 
Father knoweth what things ye have need of, before 
ye ask him,” While these words of the Lord remain 
in the New Testament the rosary and all that it 
represents stands utterly condemned. To repeat 
the angelic salutation 150 times in succession 
and the Lord’s Prayer 15 times, checking the count 
on beads, is no more prayer, as Christ taught 
prayer, than the turning of the Buddhist’s prayer 
wheel. 

Nothing ought to be easier to understand than 
the Christian doctrine of prayer, for there are few 
subjects which our Lord took so much pains to make 
clear. In promises, exhortations, and parables He 
returns again and again to it. He teaches us that 
God is a Spirit, and they that worship Him must 
worship Him in spirit and in truth. That is, worship 
is not mechanical, not an application of the addition 
and multiplication tables, but the approach of the 
human spirit to the Divine Spirit, from which it 
has sprung, offering spiritual worship from hearts 
quickened and inspired by the Spirit of God. And 
worship should be “in truth,’ should be genuine 
worship, not a ceremony or a form, but the real 
approach of the heart to God. And He tells us it 
is worship of “the Father.’ It is by the relation of 
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the father and the child that Jesus illustrates the 
reality, the intimacy, and the power of prayer. 
“What man is there of you, who, if his son ask 
him for a loaf, will he give him a stone? or if he 
ask for a fish, will he give him a serpent? If ye 
then, being evil, know how to give good gifts unto 
your children, how much more shall your Father 
which is in heaven give good things to them that 
ask him?” This confident, childlike approach of 
the Christian heart to the heavenly Father, trusting 
in His knowledge and love, is as wide as the poles 
away from the mechanical piety that counts its beads 
to be certain that it recites the fixed form of words 
the prescribed number of times, and addresses the 
Virgin ten times as often as the Father. How 
deeply the Apostle Paul entered into this part of the 
teaching of Christ is seen in many parts of his 
writings. “For ye received not the spirit of bondage 
again unto fear, but ye received the spirit of adoption, 
whereby we cry, Abba, Father.” Prayer is the 
humble, loving, trustful, urgent cry of the child’s 
heart to the heavenly Father for the things that it 
wants. It needs no prescribed forms of words, any 
more than the child does at his father’s knees. All 
it requires is a genuine sense of need, the conviction 
that the Father will recognise the need and respond 
to the child’s prayer, and the trust that through 
Christ there is boldness of access to the throne of 
grace. 
‘‘Prayer is the soul’s sincere desire, 
Uttered or unexpressed ;- 
The motion of a hidden fire 


That trembles in the breast, 
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Prayer is the burden of a sigh, 
The falling of a tear, 

The upward glancing of an eye 
When none but God is near. 


Prayer is the simplest form of speech 

That infant lips can try ; 2 
Prayer, the sublimest strains that reach 

The Majesty on high, 


Prayer is the contrite sinner’s voice 
Returning from his ways, 

While angels in their songs rejoice, 
And cry, ‘ Behold, he prays!’ 


Prayer is the Christian’s vital breath, 
The Christian’s native air, 

His watchword at the gates of death ; 
He enters heaven by prayer.” 


But telling the beads of a rosary, which is so 
large a part of modern Roman Catholic worship, is 
not prayer. 
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SERIOUS as are the errors of Rome in the sphere 
of its dogmatic teaching, many will probably be of 
opinion that its moral teaching is more dangerous 
still. A more discreditable doctrine, a doctrine 
more certain to undermine moral character, a doc- 
trine more calculated to encourage men to set at 
defiance every moral obligation, it would be difficult 
to imagine, than that known in the moral theology 
of Rome as the doctrine of “ Probability.” 

The doctrine of “ Probability,’ or “ Probabilism,” 
is that when a doubt arises as to the obligation to 
obey any moral precept in any particular case, it is 
permissible to abandon the opinion in favour of 
obedience, known as the “safe” opinion, for that 
which favours non-compliance, provided this latter 
opinion be “probable.” And an opinion is said to 
be “probable” if it is considered to be based on 
some reasonable grounds, even though the opposite 
view is much more probable. This probability may 
be of two kinds—intrinsic, that is, arising out of 
something in the nature of the thing itself; ‘or 
extrinsic, that is, probability arising from the opinion 
of some theologian of repute. If it has ever been 
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supported by any “grave” theologian, it is in the 
theory of those who hold this doctrine a “ probable” 
opinion. So that, no matter how strong the obliga- 
tion may be to pursue a certain course, if a person 
wishes not to pursue it and can find an opinion in 
his favour, he is released from the obligation. 

There are two important exceptions to the applica- 
tion of this accommodating principle. It does not 
apply to the doctrines promulgated by the Roman 
See as matters of faith; but as these do not 
necessarily have any influence on conduct, the 
restriction need not be considered a check on moral 
action. The other exception is that it does not 
apply to heretics; they are not allowed to take 
shelter under probable opinions. 

It will be necessary to show that this is not a 
mere private opinion, but the accepted and prevail- 
ing doctrine of the Roman Church. The doctrine 
exists in germ in the teaching of Thomas Aquinas, 
the greatest theologian of the Middle Ages, whose 
works Leo XIII. and Pius X. have been so anxious to 
make more prominent in the studies of the Roman 
Catholic priesthood. But it found its principal ex- 
ponents, and received its final shape, in the hands of 
the Jesuits of the seventeenth century, though not con- 
fined even then to them. Readers of Pascal’s famous 
Provincial Letters will remember how that great 
French writer poured his withering sarcasm on the 
doctrine as it was expounded by the Jesuits of his 
day. The popularity of the doctrine among the 
Jesuits, and the vogue it acquired in their hands, is 
easily understood. They aimed at getting the 
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control of the Church through the confessional. Todo 
this it was necessary to accommodate themselves to 
all classes of the community, to the rich as well as 
to the poor; to the lax as well as to the scrupulous; 
to those who were anxious to escape moral obliga- 
tions and enjoy their sins, as well as to those who 
were desirous to lead a self-denying life. The 
doctrine of “ Probability” offered them exactly what 
they needed for this purpose. If anyone came to 
them for guidance who was eager for ascetic self- 
suppression, and aimed at a high ideal of life, they 
could lay before them the “safe” course of full com- 
pliance with the most exacting demands of the law, 
and thus get the reputation of leading their penitents 
on to a high and holy life. But if a so-called 
penitent came who wished to enjoy the world to the 
full, and put as few restraints as possible on his 
desires, and at the same time feel if possible that he 
was not endangering his peace of mind and his 
eternal salvation, this doctrine furnished just what 
was needed for his case. There was sure to be 
ready at hand to anyone acquainted with the books 
of casuistry of the Roman Church, especially of the 
Jesuits, any number of opinions of “grave” theo- 
logians in favour of almost any sinful or worldly 
course a man might wish to take or had already 
taken. But since the seventeenth century this 
doctrine has been put into a much more authoritative 
position than it occupied when Pascal attacked it 
with such biting scorn. It was possible when the 
doctrine was attacked at that time to take the 
position that while practically the whole weight of 
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theological teaching was on its side, the Church had 
not officially committed itself to its support. But 
that plea is no longer possible. The principal 
exponent of the doctrine is the famous “Saint” 
Alfonso da Liguori, who is now recognised as the 
most authoritative moral teacher of the Roman 
Catholic Church, This influential Roman theologian 
was born near Naples.in the year 1696, and early 
applied himself to the study of law, receiving the 
degree of Doctor of Laws in his seventeenth year. 
He was called to the Bar, and soon obtained a con- 
siderable practice. But on losing an important case 
through entirely misunderstanding the meaning of 
a leading document, he was so mortified that he 
threw up the profession of the law, and entered the 
Congregation of Missions, being ordained priest in 
1726, In 1732 he founded the “ Congregation of the 
Most Holy Redeemer,” or the Redemptorists, as 
they are more usually called, still one of the most 
influential of the Romish Orders. In the year 1750 
he published his famous work, 7he Glories of Mary, 
which has dene so much to promote the worship of 
the Virgin in his Church. A few years later he 
issued, in its first form, his celebrated Moral Theology, 
which, after various modifications, has become the 
standard book on the subject of ethics in the schools 
of the Roman priesthood. He afterwards became 
Bishop of Sant’ Agata Dei Goti, and after twelve 
years of retirement in a Redemptorist monastery, he 
died in 1787, nearly ninety-one years old. In the 
year 1796 Pius VI. decreed him the title “ Venerable” ; 
in 1816 he was beatified by Pius vII.; canonised by 
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Gregory XVI. in 1839; and declared a “Doctor of 
the Church” by Pius Ix. in 1871. It is important 
to keep these facts in mind, because they have a 
bearing not only on the history of Liguori, but also 
on the authority of his teaching. In the first place, 
one of the earliest steps in the process of canonisation 
is a strict review of every writing of the candidate 
proposed, whether published or unpublished. Every 
single proposition therein contained must beseparately 
considered, and be judged on its merits, without 
taking the author’s probable intention into account; 
and if even one passage be found that does not stand 
the test, as containing any moral or theological error, 
the process is stopped at once, unless proof can be 
adduced that the author in his lifetime had formally 
and fully retracted the erroneous opinion. But a 
decree of the Congregation of Rites, confirmed by 
Pius VII. in 1803, declared that in none of the 
writings of Alfonso da Liguori was anything found 
meriting censure, and the testimony of Artico, 
Bishop of Arti, and prince-prelate of the papal 
household, is that the examination had been un- 
usually severe, that Liguori’s system of morality had 
been discussed more than twenty times, and that the 
approval of the Congregation was perfectly unanimous. 
Next, in the year 1831, Cardinal Rohan-Chabot, 
Archbishop of Besancgon, submitted a case to the 
Cardinal Grand Penitentiary, desiring to know, 
whereas the teaching of Liguori’s Moral Theology 
was resisted by some persons in his diocese, as too 
lax, dangerous to salvation, and contrary to the 
moral law, whether a professor of theology might 
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safely follow and teach the opinions in that work; 
and further, whether a confessor should be molested 
for following those opinions in the confessional, solely 
on the ground that they had been pronounced free 
from censure by the Apostolic See, and without 
having examined them independently for himself. 
To the former of these questions an affirmative reply 
was given; to the latter a negative one. Thirdly, in 
the bull of Canonisation, issued by Gregory XVI. in 
1830, the entire absence of error in Liguori’s writings 
is once more asserted. The imprimatur of the 
Church was put still more emphatically on his 
teaching when he-was pronounced a “ Doctor of the 
Church.” This means that he has not only trans- 
mitted the teaching of the Church, but that he has 
taught the Church itself. And as he is the last to 
whom this important position has been accorded, the 
teaching of all previous doctors of the Church must 
be interpreted in the light of his pronouncements. 
Now, with the weight of all this authority on him, 
he comes to us with this doctrine of “ Probabilism,” 
and the Church is committed irrevocably to a doctrine 
which undermines hopelessly all moral obligation. 
For once probabilism is conceded as a guiding 
moral principle, as it is in the teaching of Liguori, 
every opinion not officially condemned by authority, 
which is fortified with the name of any casuist of 
repute, is thereby made probable and sanctioned. 
And when we remember that responsible Romanist 
theologians have taken the position that an ignorant 
man may take the word of any person that he thinks 
trustworthy, able, and learned, that a particular 
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opinion is probable, we see that all certainty as to 
moral conduct is shattered. 

The matter is made graver still when we take into 
account that confessors not only may freely follow 
this line in dealing with penitents, but, what is yet 
more startling, the penitent can require absolution to 
be given him as a right, if he claim to have followed 
a probable opinion as to the act involved, even though 
not only the opposite opinion may be more probable 
in the confessor’s judgment, but that of the penitent 
seem absolutely false, and the confessor will be guilty 
of mortal sin if he refuse to absolve him. And it is 
not even necessary that the opinion which the 
penitent advances should really convince or satisfy 
his own conscience. All that is necessary is that he 
can cite an opinion in its favour. It can be seen at 
once how disastrous such a principle must be to all 
right morality. Illustrations of the application of 
this and other principles of Romish casuistry will be 
given in the next chapter. 
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IN the last chapter we saw how moral obligation 
was undermined by the ethical teaching of the 
Church of Rome, as stated in its doctrine of 
Probabilism. It will be desirable to. see how that 
principle, as well as some other ways of dealing with 
moral questions, works out in detailed application. 
Liguori, from whom the illustrations will chiefly be 
drawn, as no exception can well be taken to his 
teaching, since it is the most authoritative teaching of 
the Roman Church, lays down that to make any act 
sinful three conditions are necessary: (1) it must 
be done with the consent of the will; (2) it must be 
free, that is, it must be in the power of the will to do 
it or to leave it undone; (3) there must be intel- 
lectual consciousness of its evil character. It is 
Liguori’s habit, in his famous book on moral 
theology, to lay down first principles to which 
scarcely any exception can apparently be taken, and 
then to proceed to undermine these plausible 
principles with explanations and exceptions that 
entirely deprive them of any real value. For 
instance, the first of these principles is practically 
destroyed by his teaching that violent gusts of 
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passion or of desire that disturb the reason and 
interfere with liberty of action sometimes excuse 
from sin; and he adds that evil acts done by a 
drunken man are either not sinful at all, or are, at 
most, vertial sins, because the effect cannot be more 
sinful than the cause. How this accords with the 
teaching of the Apostle Paul that no drunkard shall 
inherit the kingdom of God, it would take a Roman 
casuist to explain. In any case, it is a principle on 
which civilised courts of law have everywhere refused 
to act, and in no court can a man plead in excuse for 
his crime that he was drunk. So the Roman 
standard, instead of being higher than that of civil 
courts, is in this respect decidedly lower. 

In the same way he undermines the third principle, 
by teaching that while voluntary ignorance does not 
acquit the offender, all other forms of it do. There 
is one exception to this rule that must be very 
consoling to a Roman Catholic, namely, that un- 
believers and heretics cannot plead ignorance as an 
excuse, for all their errors of whatever kind are 
imputed to them as sin. 

The difficulty of deciding any moral question is 
still further complicated by the Romanist distinction 
between mortal and venial sins, and by the inferences 
that are drawn from this distinction. “A mortal sin 
is that which, by reason of its gravity, dissolves 
grace and friendship with God, and merits eternal 
punishment. It is called mortal because it takes 
away the principle of spiritual life—that is, habitual 
grace—and brings death on the soul. A venial sin is 
that which, by reason of its slightness, does not take 
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away grace and friendship, though it abates the 
warmth of charity, and deserves temporal punish- 
ment. It is called venial because, without damage 
to the principle of spiritual life—that is, grace—it 
brings on the soul an easily curable weakness, and 
easily obtains pardon.” Now this seems at first 
sight to be nothing but the ordinary and universally 
recognised distinction between serious and trifling 
offences. But in the hands of a Roman casuist its 
aim is to eliminate as far as possible the distinction 
between mortal and venial sins, which it seems to 
draw, and to do this for the purpose of destroying 
the heinousness of serious sins; at the same time 
venial sins are made to appear as if they were hardly 
sins at all. That Rome has been going from bad 
to worse in this respect is seen from the fact that, 
whereas the Lateran Council of 1215, which first 
made transubstantiation an article of faith in the 
Church of Rome, and also first made auricular 
confession compulsory, enjoins confession of all one’s 
sins at least once yearly, the Council of Trent on the 
other hand lays down that only mortal sins need to 
be so disclosed, while venial sins, though they may 
be named in confession, according to the practice of 
devout persons, may be passed over in silence 
without any fault. The light in which these venial 
sins have come to be looked upon may be seen from 
Liguori’s sanction to the proposition that a Christian 
does not sin very grievously who proposes to commit 
every one of the venial sins. 

Now, if this light estimate of these venial sins is 
justified, one would think that the greatest care 
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would be taken to distinguish them from mortal sins 
that dissolve grace and deserve eternal punishment, 
so that the most ignorant might, as far as possible, 
be prevented from falling into mortal sin by 
confusing the one with the other. But it is not so. 
For every sin which considered in itself is mortal 
becomes venial if the person is imperfectly conscious 
of the sinfulness of the act, if he is sorry afterwards 
and has the conviction that he would not have 
committed it if he had been more fully instructed as 
to its character, or if the mind was disturbed by 
passion or alarm. There are several other elements 
that enter into the question whether a particular act 
is a mortal or only a venial sin. Now, it is evident 
that all this leaves a door open to endless quibbling 
in connection with everything, both on the part of 
the person committing the act and the confessor 
who may wish to make light of it. 

Whatever little security there remains in the 
judgment of actions is removed by the allowance of 
equivocation and mental reservation. Under the 
former, it is allowable to use a word that has two 
different senses. If the person takes the word in a 
different sense from that in which you intend him to 
take it, that is his concern, not yours. As every 
language has an abundance of these, there remains 
little security that you are not being deceived. 
Again, it is allowable to use a sentence that has two 
meanings, such as, “ This book is Peter’s,” which may 
mean either belonging to him, or written by him. 
It is also allowable to use words having two different 
meanings, one more common than the other, or one 
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literal and the other figurative. The example 
Hienori gives’ of ‘this, is the phrase, “I say ‘no,’ 
uttered by a person who wishes to conceal something 
as to which he is questioned. The words seem to 
the hearer to express complete denial of the fact. 
The meaning in which he uses them is merely, “I 
utter the word ‘No,’” this sentence being complete 
in itself. “It is certain,’ says Liguori, “and the 
common opinion of all, that it is lawful for a just 
cause to use equivocation in the ways described, 
and to confirm it with an oath. And the reason is 
because we do not then deceive our neighbour, but 
for a just cause permit him to deceive himself; and 
besides, we are not bound, if there be a just cause, to 
speak so that others may understand. And any 
honest object for retaining any good things that are 
useful to our body or spirit may be a just cause.” 
But suppose it is impossible to allege a just cause, is 
it then mortal sin to swear with such equivocation ? 
Liguori declares it only venial, except in a court of 
law, or in formal contracts, alleging that, save in 
these two cases, any reasonable cause, such as desire 
to be quit of troublesome or irregular questioning, is 
sufficient to mitigate the sin. 

Another contrivance of the casuists is that which 
is known as mental reservation, or restriction. This 
was expressly condemned by Innocent XI, who 
forbade it in all cases. It has been said that a 
coach and four can be driven through any Act of 
Parliament. History has shown that a similar feat 
can be accomplished with any decree of a Pope, no 
matter how explicit it seems to be. Liguori and the 
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other casuists have done it to perfection with this 
decree anent mental reservation. They have divided 
mental reservation into two classes, the first which 
they call “pure” or absolute reservation—that is, 
reservation which cannot possibly be observed by 
the hearers, or conjectured from the attendant 
circumstances. This is always illicit, whether with 
or without an oath. But “non-pure” reservation, 
such as may conceivably be observed or inferred from 
attendant circumstances, as an inaudible whisper 
or a qualifying gesture, does not fall under the 
ban of Innocent XI., but is always allowable for a 
just cause. For instance, a confessor may affirm 
with an oath that he is ignorant of a crime which he 
has heard in confession, secretly meaning thereby 
that he is ignorant of it as a mere man, though not 
as a minister of religion. An accused or a witness, 
if irregularly questioned by a judge in court, may 
swear that he knows nothing of a crime which he 
does in fact know of, meaning that he does not know 
of itso as to be legally bound to answer concerning 
it. A needy man, who has made away for his 
maintenance with property due to his creditors, may 
affirm to the judge that he has nothing. A witness 
asked by the judge whether he has had any conversa- 
tion with the accused may deny it, meaning that he 
has not talked with him so as to co-operate in the 
crime. An adulteress, questioned by her husband as 
to her guilt, may deny it in any of these four ways— 
that she has not broken the marriage tie, because it 
is not voided by adultery; if she has gone to 
confession, she may say that she is innocent of the 
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crime, because it has been remitted in confession ; 
that she has not committed adultery, using the word 
in its frequent Biblical sense of “idolatry”; that she 
has not committed it so as to be bound to tell him 
of it. | 

The same process is applied to all the other 
moral obligations which are usually supposed to be 
binding on men. But there is no space left to 
supply illustrations. 

The uncertainty of moral obligations is made still 
greater by the infamous way in which the process of 
the direction of the intention is brought into 
requisition in order to liberate men from the 
necessity of discharging unpleasant duties, or 
avoiding pleasant sin. But this must be reserved 
for another chapter. 
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THAT an action cannot be finally judged as to its 
real character unless we know something of the 
motive or intention that impelled the person to 
perform the act is universally recognised. An 
apparently good act may have no real goodness 
if the motive is not good that actuated it. An 
apparently evil act may have its character modified 
or quite transformed by the impelling motive that 
underlay it. This is a fundamental principle that 
must be acknowledged by all who have to deal with 
moral questions. But this principle has in the hands 
of Roman casuists, and especially of the Jesuits, been 
perverted to essentially immoral purposes. 
Disastrous as is the consequence of the doctrine 
of Probabilism, by which an action is made allowable, 
however apparently sinful, if some obscure opinion 
can be quoted in its favour, the doctrine of intention 
has, in the hands of Roman Catholic casuists, been 
made more destructive still. This doctrine is that 
by directing the intention not on the sin itself, but 
on some desirable purpose that 'can be attained by 
it, the whole character of the action is so altered that 
what would otherwise have been a mortal sin 
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becomes either blameless, or at most a venial sin, 
that need not be confessed and is easily cured. For 
instance, it is a sin to steal. But if a man is in 
extreme want he may steal what is sufficient to 
relieve his wants. Under this head Liguori includes 
the case of a man of rank who is ashamed to work 
or to beg, who may then lawfully steal to maintain 
himself. Then he puts the case whether a poor man 
in extreme want is free to steal before asking, and 
decides that while a robber sins mortally if he takes 
what is not absolutely necessary to relieve his wants, 
yet if he does so need that the owner, if aware of the 
fact, would be bound by the laws of charity to give 
it to him, then he does not sin even venially by 
stealing it, because he has in that case an absolute 
right to take it. This is bad enough, but it is not 
the worst application of the principle in this direction. 
Liguori holds that if a man accepts a situation under 
any kind of constraint, as, for instance, being in 
great poverty, and therefore glad to get any kind of 
situation, he is at liberty to steal to the extent of 
what he considers his just wages. Again, servants 
may purloin such eatables and drinkables as are not 
locked up, provided it is for their own. consumption 
and not to sell out of doors, and so long as each 
such theft is singly trifling. 

The same principle of deciding the moral character 
of actions by directing the intention away from the 
sin to the object in view is applied in other direc- 
tions to relieve men from submission to unwelcome 
Christian duties. One of the most difficult tasks the 
Christian Church has had is to persuade men of their 
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responsibility for carrying out Christ’s command to 
love our enemies and to do good to those who 
despitefully use us. The practice of avenging insults 
by duels is dying a very slow death, and, indeed, 
is only really abandoned in the English-speaking 
countries. Roman casuists, face to face with the 
determination of men of social position who would 
not surrender their supposed right to take vengeance 
on those who insulted them, found a means by which 
they could free their devotees from a plain Christian 
duty. So Liguori teaches that while we are bound 
to love our enemies, we are not bound to salute them, 
to speak to them, to visit them if sick, to comfort 
them in any trouble, to receive them into our house, 
or to hold any kind of social intercourse with them. 
In this way we may love a man and yet relentlessly 
boycott him. But this negative way of treating our 
enemy was not sufficient to meet the necessities of 
the case when a man of social position received an 
insult. The ingenuity of the casuist was adequate 
for this difficulty too. If such a man receive a slap 
in the face, it is not allowable for him to hate and kill 
or injure the person who struck him because he is 
an enemy, but it is allowable to take all such steps 
as are necessary to defend his honour, even to the 
extent of taking the other’s life. So if a man who 
has been insulted only has the subtlety to direct 
his intention not to the killing of an enemy, but 
to the defending of his honour, the act of killing 
of his enemy becomes a sinless act. 

If I kill John when I intended to kill James, I am 
not under obligation to make any compensation, 
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because I never intended to kill him, the crime being 
only accidental so far as he is concerned. The 
doctrine of intention very comfortably relieves me 
from any guilt in such a case, 

Servants are sometimes required by their masters 
to do things that are wrong, and must either lose 
their situation or comply. A sound moral teacher 
would in such cases teach that a man should suffer 
rather than stain his soul with sin. But Liguori has 
a very easy way out of this difficulty, by which one 
may do anything his master wishes and yet not 
trouble his conscience about what may seem to be 
wrong. Suppose a man wants to enter a house for 
dishonest or immoral purposes, it would be a sin for 
his servants to lift him on his shoulders or carry a 
ladder to assist him to accomplish his object. He 
would then be assisting his master to accomplish a 
crime. But if the servant direct his intention, not 
to the committing of the crime, but to the wages 
he is about to earn, he is not committing a sin, 
because the act of carrying the ladder is innocent 
and morally colourless in itself, and the servant is 
not responsible for the subsequent wrong-doing of 
his master. If we can evade the moral consequences 
of our actions in this easy way, there is no reason 
why any act need ever be sinful. All one has to do 
is to direct his intention, not to the sin, but to some 
beneficial result that may flow from it to himself or 
others—and there is hardly any conceivable act that 
cannot be treated in this way—and forthwith it is 
deprived of any sinful character that might otherwise 
attach to it. 
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What are we to think of a system that plays fast 
and loose with fundamental moral distinctions in this 
infamous way? Hooker in a famous passage says: 
“Of law no less can be acknowledged than that 
her seat is the bosom of God, her voice the harmony 
of the world. All things in heaven and in earth do 
her homage, the least as feeling her care, the greatest 
as not exempt from her power. Both angels and 
men and creatures of what position soever, though 
each in his several sort and manner, yet all with 
uniform consent, admiring her as the mother of their 
peace and joy.” And of all law the moral law is the 
highest and the most worthy of reverence. If it is 
disregarded, the foundation of society and of human 
well-being are undermined. And to teach men that 
moral laws can be evaded and moral distinctions 
obliterated in this free and easy way is treason 
against the government of the Most High God, and 
deserves the deepest execration of all who reverence 
God and care for the welfare of their fellows. 

But this doctrine of the effect of intention has a 
dogmatic as well as an ethical bearing. The Council 
of Trent decided that no sacrament was valid unless 
the administrator had the intention to do what the 
sacrament was designed to do. This seems at first 
sight but a well-intentioned effort to make men do 
sincerely what they professed to do. But when 
examined closely it is seen to undermine the whole 
system of Roman theology. If the priest does not 
intend to baptize, the sacrament is an empty form, 
no regeneration is accomplished, and the soul is 
eternally lost. If he does not intend to transform 
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the bread and wine into the body, blood, and divinity 
of the Redeemer, the elements remain what they 
were, and no spiritual benefit is derived. If he does 
not intend to offer the Host, then no sacrifice is 
made and no blessing received. If he does not in- 
tend to absolve the penitents who confess to him, 
there is no absolution, and they go away with the 
weight of their sins still on them. If he does not 
intend to administer extreme unction to the dying, 
‘the oil is applied in vain, and the dying depart un- 
fortified by the rites of the Church. If the bishop 
does not intend to administer the sacrament of orders, 
then there is no ordination, and all priestly functions 
supposed to be performed are void, because the man 
supposed to be ordained is not a priest at all. Now 
no one can be sure of another’s intention. There 
have been infidels and heretics in the ranks of the 
priesthood of Rome, among her bishops, and even 
on the papal throne itself. Are we sure that all 
these men had the intention to perform the sacred 
rites entrusted to them? If not, the whole stream 
is tainted, and no Roman Catholic can have confidence 
that at any sacrament he is receiving the blessing 
he desires to receive and for which he is looking. 
Where is then the vaunted security that the Church 
of Rome offers to her devotees? 
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THE most gruesome development of Romanism, 
and the one that has affected the imagination of 
Protestants more than any other, is the Inquisition, 
or the “ Holy Office,” as it was styled. The Spanish 
Inquisition is at once suggested to us when we refer 
to the “Holy Office,’ but we have to go much 
farther back to find the origin of this horrible institu- 
tion. It owed its origin ultimately to two evils that 
early crept into the Church. The first was the 
putting of orthodoxy of belief above personal 
allegiance to Christ and faithful following in His 
steps; the second, the alliance of the Church with 
the State. When Constantine became in name a 
Christian, and began to use the imperial power to 
enforce uniformity of creed, when the Church, instead 
of repudiating this interference of the civil authorities 
in its affairs, accepted the help of the State for the 
suppression of error, the principle of the Inquisition 
was conceded, and the fatal step was taken which 
led on to the awful crimes of Torquemada and his 
confederates. Thus about 316 Constantine issued 
an edict condemning the Donatists to lose their 
goods; and in 382 Theodosius declared the Mani- 
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cheans guilty of death, and confiscated their goods. 
Later on, the Emperors Charles the Great and 
Charles the Bald issued orders that every bishop 
should inquire into and correct the errors of the 
people, and the secular power was put at the service 
of the Church in this work. 

But the Inquisition did not become a formidable 
institution till the beginning of the thirteenth century, 
when there was a great literary revival in many 
parts of Europe, especially in the South of France. 
The great intellectual awakening took the form on 
the one hand of a mighty religious revival, which 
produced the great Franciscan and Dominican 
Orders. On the other, it took the form of bold 
speculations on social and religious themes. Old 
restraints, both on thought and morals, were cast | 
off. The Preaching Friars turned their attention 
to this new phenomenon, and at first attempted to 
meet it in the only legitimate way, by preaching 
and the presenting of the truth. But when this did 
not produce such large and speedy fruits as they 
desired, with the frequently observed impatience of 
religious zeal, they soon resorted to physical force. 
And in doing so it was almost entirely against 
opinions that they turned their strength, not con- 
cerning themselves with dissolute morals. Hitherto 
the duty of inquiring into the faith of the members 
of the Church was in the hands of the bishops, and 
was not pressed very eagerly by them, except in 
special cases. But the Inquisition was now pushed 
forward by three Popes, who exercised a great 
influence on the development of the papal power 
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—Innocent III. (1198-1216), Gregory IX. (1227-1241), 
and Innocent IV. (1243-1254)—who claimed authority 
over men’s souls and bodies, above the authority of 
prince and bishop. Inquisitors, independent of the 
local ecclesiastical authorities, were now appointed 
and sent to search out heretics in those districts in 
which freedom of thought was beginning to assert 
itself. This Inquisition was specially instituted 
against the Waldenses, the Cathari, and the 
Patarines, in Provence, in the South of France, and 
in the mountains of Savoy. A _ ruthless war of 
extermination was preached against the Albigenses, 
which was carried out in a cruel and disastrous 
crusade that lasted for several years, under the 
leadership of Simon de Montfort. In this infamous 
work of suppressing by violence the freedom of 
thought which is man’s God-given birthright, Spain 
even thus early took an unenviable lead. The work 
of exterminating heretics made but slow progress, 
till Dominic, the leader of the famous ordera 
Spaniard, appeared on the scene. His order was 
established in 1215, the same year in which the 
Lateran Council made transubstantiation an article 
of faith and enjoined auricular confession as an 
obligatory means of grace. The special function 
of this order was the overthrow of heresy. It spread 
rapidly through Europe, and the work of the In- 
quisition was entrusted almost entirely to it. Under 
the influence of this masterful spirit the “Holy. 
Office” was organised afresh, and was extended 
steadily into France, Spain, and Italy. Later it was 
introduced into England to combat Wicliffite opinions. 
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In Spain the problem before the Inquisition was 
the suppression of the Jews and the Moors. These 
two races were very numerous in Spain, and the 
wealth and the intelligence of the country was 
largely theirs. When the Moorish Empire was over- 
thrown, those Moors who remained in the country 
were compelled to make a formal submission 
to the Christian faith. But they and the Jews 
hated the idolatrous worship of Virgin, saints, and 
relics which had become the main elements of religion 
in the Roman Church. Their allegiance to the 
Christian faith was an enforced allegiance, and it 
fostered a deep feeling of resentment against the 
old Catholics of Spain. The wealth of the Jews, 
too, offered a most tempting bait, which both the 
King and the Church were most anxious to secure. 
So the Inquisition was once more reorganised, and 
in 1480 the Dominicans established their tribunal 
in Seville, and in the next year they burnt 298 
victims in the city alone. The Jesuit historian, 
Mariana, assures us that in the same year 2000 
were burnt in the archbishopric of Seville and in 
the bishopric of Cadiz. So relentless was the work 
of the Inquisition, and so great the discontent it pro- 
duced, that Pope Sixtus Iv. had in 1483 to urge on 
the “ Holy Office” to soften the rigour of its pro- 
cedure. Inthe same year Torquemada was appointed 
Inquisitor-General for Castile and Leon in Spain, 
and he immediately proceeded to develop the 
organisation of the “Holy Office” to the full. 
There is no room here to go into a detailed account 
of the form it took under his hand. Its widespread 
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organisation, its secrecy, and the ruthless determina- 
tion with which it carried out its purposes, struck 
terror to every heart and paralysed all resistance. 
When a person was reported to the Inquisition as a 
heretic a preliminary inquiry was made, and if it 
seemed to be a case for further procedure, as it 
generally did, the informers and witnesses were re- 
examined, and their evidence, with all the suspicious 
circumstances that zeal could rake together, was 
drawn out and submitted to a body of monastic 
theologians called the “Qualifiers of the Holy Office.” 
These seldom reported well of any prisoner, for if 
they did their own orthodoxy might be suspected. 
When they had given their opinion against the 
accused, he was at once removed to the secret prison 
of the Office, where all communication with the 
outside world was entirely cut off from him. Then 
followed three “first audiences,” in which the officials 
did their utmost to wring from him a confession, so 
that he might be made to rank as a penitent, and 
enjoy the charity of his persecutors. If, however, 
he persisted in denying the charges, they proceeded 
to torture him to extort a confession. The most 
inhuman ingenuity was expended in the invention 
of varied and excruciating tortures. Llorente, the 
great historian of the Inquisition, who had access 
to documentary evidence not now available, says 
that none of the descriptions of them that have been 
given can be accused of exaggeration. If their 
wretched victim was in danger of escaping from 
their hands by death during the agonies of his torture, 
the physician in attendance ordered the suspension 
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of the agony till he should have sufficiently recovered 
to renew their devilish work. And when the process © 
of torture was renewed, it was not called a new 


* torture; it was only the continuation of the original 


one. Totorture a victim a second time was contrary 
to the humane spirit of the “ Holy Office.” But they 
contrived this way of torturing a victim as often 
as they considered it necessary. All defence was 
a farce, for the accused had to choose a lawyer 
from a list of those employed by the Inquisition. 
If he were condemned, as almost invariably was the 
case, he had the right of appeal. If he appealed, 
the Inquisition got his property during the pro- 
longed torture of his trial. If through his friends 
he appealed to Rome, the papal treasury got that 
of his friends, as no appeal unsupported in that way 
was of any avail. If, as occasionally happened, the 
sentence was an acquittal, the wretched victim might 
slink home impoverished, and without any recom- 
pense for the imprisonment and torture from which 
he would suffer while he lived. If he was condemned, 
he was handed over to the secular powers to be 
burned to death, for the “Holy Office” would on 
no account stain its hands with blood. 

This, then, was the way in which the so-called 
Church of Christ preached the gospel of love and 
mercy that brought the Saviour down from heaven 
to die for us, and which He illustrated in His life 
by constant deeds of grace and love. And this was 
the institution which had as its motto the words, 
“ Misericordia et Justitia.” 

They first began with the Jews, whose enormous 
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wealth was in this way poured into the coffers of the 
Church. Then they proceeded against the Moors, 
whose intelligence and energy had contributed to 
build up the prosperity and power of Spain. <A few 
years afterwards they were offered the alternative of 
conversion to this cruel faith or exile. Then, when 
the Reformation began and was influencing the most 
intelligent part of the population, this terrible engine 
of oppression was brought into action against the 
Reformed Faith, and it was crushed out, but not till 
it had testified by thousands of faithful witnesses its 
loyalty to Christ. The Spanish Inquisition was 
introduced by the Spanish Government into the 
Netherlands during its domination of that country, 
and many fell victims to its cruelty. It carried its 
bloody cruelty into France, Portugal, Italy, and other 
Romanist countries. Its effect on human progress 
has everywhere been disastrous. It hurled Spain 
from its place as the leading power of Europe to a 
place of weakness and humiliation. It retarded the 
progress of France and Italy by crushing or expel- 
ling the most intelligent and active elements in the 
population. It has been specially relentless in its 
assaults on freedom of thought, and in this work has 
found powerful allies in the Order of the Jesuits, who 
threw themselves heartily into this congenial work. 
In Spain alone, down to the year 1809, when it was 
abolished by Napoleon, the Inquisition burnt alive no 
less than 31,912 persons, and imprisoned as penitents, 
and we can faintly imagine what that implied in the 
prolonged agonies of fiendish torture, 291,450. It is 
only right to add that these enormous figures given 
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by Llorente have been called in question by Schafer, 
’ the most recent historian of the Spanish Inquisition. 
But even by him the number dealt with by the In- 
quisition is believed to be large enough to show the 
horrid cruelty of the institution. When the hand of 
Napoleon was removed it was revived at Madrid and 
at Rome, but the spirit of the new age would not 
tolerate the spirit of Torquemada, and it never could 
take the position it had lost. But Rome has never 
repudiated the institution, which had the sanction 
and support of many of the most powerful of the 
occupants of the papal chair. And Roman Catholic 
writers now acknowledge the facts and seek to justify 
them, and in recent times hosts of Romanists have 
risen to defend the institution, and many are calling 
for its re-establishment. It is well that those Pro- 
testants who think that the spirit of Rome has 
changed should bear this fact in mind, and remember 
that it is the impotency of Rome, not its conversion 
to gentler views, that has paralysed the “ Holy 
iiceic 

In reply to attacks on the Inquisition, it is often 
said that Protestants also persecuted. It is unfor- 
tunately true that they sometimes did. But it is 
important to bear several things in mind when 
dealing with the persecutions of which Protestants 
have been guilty. They learned that spirit in the 
Roman Church, in which they had been taught the 
duty of establishing truth by force. In the next 
place, persecution is contrary to the fundamental 
principles on which Protestantism is built, and Pro- 
testants were certain to find this out and act on the 
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discovery. Asa matter of fact, they soon recognised 
the inconsistency, and abandoned the practice. 
Further, Protestants have never claimed that their 
Church, or any officer or authority in their Church, is 
infallible, and they have everywhere acknowledged 
the sinfulness of the practice and have finally 
abandoned it, and have conceded the inalienable 
right of every man to hold his conscience free before 
God, and accountable to God alone. The Church of 
Rome, on the other hand, claims to be infallible, and, 
under the sanction of the “infallible” head of the 
Church, has established an institution whose reason 
for existence was the suppression of heresy by 
violence, and which has left a record of inhuman 
cruelty which is without parallel in the annals of 
human history. Rome cannot repudiate the Inqui- 
sition till it is prepared to repudiate its infallibility. 
At present it has no intention of repudiating either 
the one or the other, 
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IT would be difficult to imagine anything more at 
variance with the spirit of the gospel than the turn- 
ing of the Church of Christ into a temporal worldly 
kingdom, with its territory and its State institutions. 
On every occasion when the idea was presented to 
Him, our Saviour emphatically repudiated this con- 
ception of His kingdom. On one occasion a man 
said to Him, “ Master, speak to my brother that he 
divide the inheritance with me,’ and He answered 
him: “ Man, who made me a judge or a divider over 
you?” Nothing could be more decisive on this point 
than His words to Pilate: “ My kingdom is not of this 
world; if my kingdom were of this world, then would 
my servants fight, that I should not be delivered to 
the Jews: but now is my kingdom not from hence. 
Pilate therefore said unto him, Art thou a king 
then? Jesus answered, Thou sayest that I am a 
king. To this end have I been born, and to this 
end am I come into the world, that I should bear 
witness unto the truth. Every one that is of the 
truth heareth my voice.” That He was a king He 
asserted in the clearest way, but with equal clearness 
He explained that His kingdom was of an entirely 
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different kind from those of the earth: that it was 
not one to be maintained by force of arms. There 
is nothing in the New Testament to indicate that the 
apostles ever dreamt that the kingdom of Christ 
could develop into a kingdom of this world with its 
armies and its political institutions. 

The first decisive step in the development of the 
Papacy in the direction of a temporal power was 
taken when Constantine proclaimed Christianity to 
be the religion of the State. The statement of later 
times was that this first Christian emperor conferred 
the sovereignty of Rome and the adjacent States on 
the Pope in gratitude for healing him, as was alleged, 
of leprosy. But this is one of those forgeries of later 
centuries on which the Papacy has built so many 
of its arrogant claims. This supposed donation of 
Constantine was proclaimed throughout the Middle 
Ages as a valid basis for the claim of the Pope to a 
temporal sovereignty over the States of the Church. 
Dante, who saw so clearly the evils that sprang from 
this supposed donation, laments it in the nineteenth 
canto of his immortal poem— 


“Ah! Constantine, what evil came as child, 
Not of thy change of creed, but of the dower, 
Of which the first rich Father thee beguiled !” 


But if it is false that Constantine endowed the 
Church with this temporal sovereignty, he still did 
much to turn the Church into this evil way. By 
putting his imperial power at the disposal of the 
Church to punish those who were believed to be 
heterodox, he accustomed the Church to the idea 
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that force might be used to advance the interests of 
Christ’s kingdom. And by transferring the seat of 
the government to his newly founded city on the 
shores of the Bosphorus, he left the Bishop of Rome 
the most influential person on the banks of the Tiber. 
When in later years the power of the emperor who 
chanced to hold the reins at Constantinople was 
too weak to assert itself in Rome, men naturally 
began to look more and more to the Pope as their 
leader. In the confusion that followed the invasion 
of Italy by the various northern hordes, the one 
stable thing seemed to be the power of the Pope— 
a view of things that was greatly encouraged by the 
shrewdness and the genius of some of the occupants 
of the Papal See. When the Church was allowed by 
Constantine to hold landed property, many gifts and 
legacies came to the Roman Bishop, to be used for 
the relief of the enormous crowds of poor that thronged 
the streets of Rome. They were at first used honour- 
ably for this beneficent purpose; but in the course of 
time the great wealth that thus fell into the hands of 
the Bishop of Rome was used for the advancement 
of the temporal interests of the Papacy. 

The real donation of the Papal States occurred 
at a later period. The Merovingian dynasty that 
ruled France for many years at length sank into 
‘ helpless weakness, and the real power rested in the 
hands of the energetic Mayors of the Palace. One 
of the ablest of this family of remarkable men, Pepin 
the Short, decided that the man who exercised the 
real sovereignty should have the titles and honours 
connected with it. He decided, too, that the safest 
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way to obtain his wishes was to act under the 
sanction of the Church. An arrangement was made 
with the Pope that he would consecrate Pepin to the 
sovereignty of France and its dependencies, and that 
Pepin would aid him in repelling his Italian foes. 
The agreement was carried out on both sides. Pepin 
was solemnly consecrated to his new dignity by 
Boniface, and afterwards by the Pope himself. In 
return Pepin invaded Italy, conquered the Lombards 
who were threatening Rome, took from them a part 
of the territory they had seized, known as the 
exarchate of Ravenna, and handed it over to the 
Pope and his successors. That the Pope was to 
be absolute and independent sovereign of these 
territories was probably never contemplated by 
Pepin, and was not acted on by his successors. 
When his son Charlemagne was made emperor, 
reviving the ancient Roman Empire, he acted as if 
the Pope was his vassal, and held his lands from the 
Emperor. The strong emperors always acted on this 
assumption. But the power of the Emperor was 
often slight in Italy. He had vital interests to 
safeguard nearer home in Germany, and often was 
unable to assert his authority in Italy against that 
of the Pope, who was on the spot. In this way the 
power of the Pope grew in the Peninsula, and that of 
the Emperor waned. 

In the subsequent confusions in the history of 
Italy these States of the Church came into the power 
of the famous Countess Matilda, by whom they were 
bequeathed to the Pope. It is scarcely in accordance 
with our modern ideas that sovereign rights and 
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responsibilities can be in this way transferred from 
one person to another, without regard to the wish of 
those who are ruled. There is no Roman Catholic 
nation that would consent to have its political 
destinies dealt with in that way now. Why should 
it be right to do in the twelfth century what would 
be a political crime to-day? 

From that: time on: the States oft the; Church 
remained for the most part under the power of the 
Pope, till the temporal sovereignty of the Bishop of 
Rome was destroyed by Napoleon. With the fall of 
that monarch, the States were once more thrust 
under the power of the Pope, and his position as a 
recognised political ruler was established again in the 
reaction that followed. 

Strange to say, the subjects of the Pope have always 
been hard to convince of the advantages of being 
under the special care of “his Holiness.” If it is 
important for the cause of religion that the Pope 
should have a kingdom of his own, where he would 
not be under the sovereignty of any other monarch, 
and if this is a divinely ordained arrangement, the 
subjects of the Papal States should be the happiest 
and best governed in the world. ‘The contrary is the 
fact. It would be difficult to find anywhere a State 
under such gross misgovernment as the Papal States 
before their liberation from the papal sway. When 
the revolutionary wave swept over Europe in 1848, 
the States of the Church were among the first to be 
affected by it, and in the autumn of that year the 
Pope fled from the anger of the subjects, who were 
supposed to be living in a political paradise under 
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his beneficent sway. The French fearing the selfish 
interference of Austria, hastened to take Rome and 
re-establish the sovereignty of the Pope. But even 
with the French to defend him, it was not considered 
safe for him to return till April 1850, when he was 
maintained by French and Austrian bayonets. In 
the year 1859 another revolution broke out, one of 
the objects of which was to free the Papal States 
from the power of the Pope. Pio Nono issued an 
encyclical reminding Christendom of the necessity 
of maintaining his temporal power, and hurled his 
-anathemas against all who should try to overthrow 
it. But all in vain. Even Napoleon II. appealed 
to the Pope to surrender the provinces that refused 
any longer to be his. The popular vote went almost 
unanimously in favour of annexation with Victor 
Emmanuel’s Sardinian kingdom. Then the re- 
volution spread to the whole of the Papal States, 
On this Victor Emmanuel proclaimed all these 
States part of his kingdom, except Rome and the 
Campagna. This was in 1860. Ten years later, 
when the war with the Germans compelled the 
French to withdraw their garrison from Rome, the 
Italians almost to a man insisted on having Rome as 
their capital, and on the 20th of September of that 
year the Italian troops entered. A plebiscite of the 
papal dominions gave 133,681 votes in favour of 
annexation to Victor Emmanuel’s dominions; in 
Rome itself there were 40,785 for annexation and 
only 1507 against. The King issued the decree of 
incorporation, and Rome became the capital of 
United Italy. 
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Since then the world has looked on with amuse- 
ment at the Pope playing year after year the childish 
farce of “the Prisoner of the Vatican.” Straws from 
his cell have been sold in Belgium at half a franca 
stalk, and photographs of the Pope behind an iron 
grating at the same price. As a matter of fact, his 
“cell” consists of nearly 12,000 rooms, over two 
hundred stairs and corridors, numerous chapels, 
libraries, museums, beautiful gardens, besides two 
other palaces, and to support him in this cell he is 
allowed by the Italian Government a yearly income 
of £150,000, which, however, he refuses to accept. 
And he is as free to leave his prison and wander 
where he wishes as any mortal could be. The 
pretence of being a prisoner is altogether too 
childish. 

It is safe to say that the world has seen the last of 
this development. Would that we could say the 
same of the others! There is probably no Roman 
Catholic power in the world that would move a 
finger to re-establish the temporal sovereignty of the 
Pope. The portions of Italy over which he once 
ruled are inflexibly determined to have no more of 
the Pope’s sway in politics. One of the great forces 
holding Italy together to-day is the fear that if from 
any cause it should break up it might in part fall 
again under the curse of papal sovereignty. Having 
tasted of the sweets of liberty, they are not likely 
willingly to put themselves again under what is 
probably the worst political government the modern 
world has seen. 
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IN this chapter I propose to deal briefly with several 
developments of Romanism that do not call for 
treatment in separate chapters. 

First, let us take fasting. The Council of Trent 
enjoined fasting, and described it as an act of virtue 
and useful for satisfying and appeasing God. When 
we turn to the Bible for light on this subject, we find 
that even in the Jewish dispensation, when much 
more stress was laid on external ordinances than 
under the Christian economy, only one fast was 
prescribed, that of the Great Day of Atonement. 
The Jewish teachers added many more, which were 
generally observed in our Lord’s time; but we see 
from the Gospels that Christ and His apostles did 
not observe these. And when they were rebuked by 
the Pharisees for neglecting the prescribed fasts, we 
find the Saviour defending the apostles for their 
neglect. 

Besides this, the New Testament nowhere enjoins 
fasting. In the passage in the sixth chapter of 
Matthew in which Christ refers to fasting, He does 
not prescribe it. He simply assumes there would be 
times when men would feel a desire to fast, and 
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commands the avoidance of display in connection 
with it. The prevalence of fasting in the Church has 
led to the creeping into the text of our New 
Testament of several passages that seem _ to 
countenance or command fasting. But the best 
critics have rejected these passages as spurious. One 
of these is the verse in Matt. xvii. 21, which says, 
“This kind goeth not out but by prayer and 
fasting.” This verse is not found in the earliest 
copies and versions of the New Testament, and must 
be rejected as spurious. It is omitted in the Revised 
Version. The same is true of the words “and 
fasting” in Mark ix. 29. 

The position the Bible takes on the matter is that 
fasting is simply an expression of deep emotion, and 
as such natural in times of grief or humiliation, but 
that it has no virtue in itself to commend the soul to 
God. The prevalence of fasting was the result of 
the spread of the legal spirit of Judaism in the 
Christian Church, and of the putting of a value on 
external actions which is altogether alien to the 
spirit of the gospel. The absurdities to which the 
Roman Catholic theories of fasting lead are seen 
every spring, when we read in the Lenten Pastorals 
of the bishops’ long lists of exemptions and qualifica- 
tions which the bishop of each diocese grants to his 
spiritual children, as concessions to the weakness of 
their faith or of their bodies. Can anything be more 
out of harmony with the spirit of that apostle who 
continually warned his converts against becoming 
slaves to ordinances, saying to them, “ Let no man 
judge you in meat or in drink”? Besides, if a man 
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happen to be a vegetarian, as millions of Christians 
are from conviction, habit, or necessity, these elaborate 
regulations have no relevancy for him at all. These 
rules of fasting have become simply part of the 
machinery by which the Roman Catholic priesthood 
retain control of the ignorant or the superstitious. 
Another development of Romanism for which 
there is no Scriptural foundation is the so-called 
“sacrament of Extreme Unction.” Only two passages 
in the Bible are pointed to as proving the doctrine, 
and these have no reference to the subject whatsoever. 
The sacrament of “extreme unction” is given only 
to those who are believed to be on the point of death, 
and is given as a preparation for death. In it the 
priest anoints with the consecrated oil the eyes, ears, 
nostrils, mouth, hands, and feet, praying as he does 
so that the dying person may be forgiven the sins 
committed by seeing, hearing, etc. Now, in Mark 
vi. 13, one of the supposed Scripture proofs of this 
sacrament, we are told that the disciples whom Jesus 
sent two and two to the various towns of the Holy 
Land, “cast out many devils, and anointed with oil 
many that were sick, and healed them.” The mean- 
ing of this text is perfectly evident. Among the 
duties entrusted to the disciples in their mission was 
the healing of the sick. One of the recognised 
medicinal agents in the East then as now was 
anointing with oil. The apostles in the exercise of 
the duties and powers entrusted to them did not 
neglect the means that were at hand, and in healing 
the sick used anointing with oil. It was not a 
sacrament they administered to those whom they 
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believed to be past healing and on the point of 
death. 

The other text is equally inappropriate. It is 
Jas. v. 14,15. In this passage the apostle is 
dealing with the duties of those who are sick. His 
words are: “Is any among you sick? Let him call 
for the elders of the church [not “ priests,” by which 
the Douay Version mistranslates the plain word of 
the original], and let them pray over him, anointing 
him with oil in the name of the Lord: and the 
prayer of faith shall save him that is sick, and the 
Lord shall raise him up; and if he have committed 
sins, it shall be forgiven him.” Here, too, there is 
absolutely no reference to anything approaching the 
nature of the Romish sacrament of extreme unction. 
The use of the oil here referred to is manifestly as 
a means of bodily healing, and not as a sacrament 
preparatory for death. And the teaching of the 
passage is that those who are sick should both use 
the natural means for their recovery and seek the 
prayers of the elders of the church, those men in 
each congregation chosen by the members to rule 
over it. A large promise as to the efficacy of such 
prayers is given, but that it does not imply that 
healing in every case will result is evident. 

Three other so-called sacraments of the Church of 
Rome demand a brief notice. 

Confirmation, according to the Roman doctrine, is 
a sacrament in which, by anointing and laying on of 
hands, the bishop conveys to the person confirmed, 
usually a child of seven years, the gift of the Holy 
Spirit—a gift by which he is enabled to remain 
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faithful to the vows taken in his name by his 
sponsors at his baptism. This sacrament is based 
on the apostolic practice of laying on of hands by 
which the gift of the Holy Spirit was frequently 
conferred. But when we examine the cases in which 
this occurred, we find no analogy between the 
apostolic practice and that of a Roman Catholic 
bishop. When the apostles laid their hands on 
converts, these received the Holy Spirit, and there 
was immediate evidence of the fact in the persons so 
honoured becoming possessed of miraculous gifts. 
No one pretends that the modern Roman Catholic 
bishop has any such power. The passages in the 
Acts of the Apostles which refer to confirming the 
souls of the disciples, and confirming the churches, 
evidently mean that the apostles by their preaching 
and teaching and personal influence strengthened the 
faith of the disciples. , 

Another’ sacrament of the Church of Rome is 
that of orders, by which certain powers or char- 
acteristics are held to be communicated to the 
person upon whom the office is conferred. By the 
possession of these supernatural powers the person 
ordained is for ever separated from the laity, and 
given a standing that can never be taken from him. 
With the nature of these alleged powers I have 
already dealt in previous chapters when treating of 
other parts of our subject. It is enough to say now 
that there is no evidence of the transference or 
possession of such gifts, and that the theory arises 
from a complete misunderstanding of the nature of 
the gifts that fit a man for office in the Christian 

178 


MISCELLANEOUS 


Church. It is God Himself by the operation of the 
Holy Spirit who confers on men the gifts that 
qualify them for office in His Church. All that the 
Church can do by its officers, or through the members 
themselves, is to recognise the existence of the 
necessary gifts, and set the man who possesses 
them apart to the work to which the possession of 
them fits him. The laying on of hands is a recog- 
nition of these gifts and a solemn setting apart of 
the man who has them to the work for which God 
has designated him. Where the gifts or qualifica- 
tions do not already exist, no bishop or other 
Church functionary can by any ceremony confer 
them. 

Marriage has also been transformed by the Church 
of Rome into a sacrament. Control is thereby 
claimed over the institution on which human society 
is founded. The ground on which the Roman 
theory of marriage is based is that the Apostle Paul, 
after comparing marriage with the union of Christ 
and His Church, says, “This is a great mystery.” 
But he adds, “I speak concerning Christ and his 
church.” And the word mystery, wrongly trans- 
lated Sacrament in the Douay Version, means in 
the New Testament something that was hidden, 
but has at last been revealed by God. The union 
of Christ and His Church is evidently of that 
nature. In making marriage a sacrament, the 
Church of Rome claims the right to decide who 
may marry and on what conditions marriage may 
be dissolved or relaxed. In the exercise of this 
claim, it at one time forbade marriage within seven 
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degrees of relationship. It still forbids it within 
four degrees, unless there is a special dispensation 
from the Pope, which dispensations are an important 
source of papal revenue. It has decided, contrary 
to the express words of Christ Himself, that marriage 
is indissoluble, even on the ground of adultery. The 
result of this enactment has been to make adultery 
more frequent than it would be if it were known 
and believed that the marriage tie would be broken 
by it. It has also led to the multiplying of the 
grounds on which a judicial separation may be 
granted, and the multiplying of the grounds on 
which marriages are declared to have been null and 
void from the beginning. All these papal regula- 
tions about marriage are either attempts to get 
away from an absurd and unjust position in which 
the Church found itself by disregarding the Saviour’s 
plain words, or contrivances for keeping its devotees 
bound to it hand and foot in the most important 
relationship of life, and of wringing money from 
them. The sacrament of marriage is the most 
lucrative administered by the Church of Rome. 
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IN drawing these chapters on the Developments of 
Roman Catholicism to a conclusion, I wish to bring 
together a few dates to show at a glance that the 
system of Roman Catholic beliefs and practices is 
a growth that has been gradually forced on men, 
and not a system handed down from Christ and 
His apostles. A complete list of the dates that 
mark the progress of the papal devolopment is 
unnecessary. A few specimen dates will serve our 
purpose. 

For two or three hundred years after the time of 
Christ there is practically no trace of any of the 
distinctive doctrines of Romanism. This in itself 
should be sufficient condemnation of the whole fabric 
of papal thought and practice. For that period is 
universally recognised as the purest and most 
triumphant in the history of Christianity. It was 
when the germs of what afterwards developed into 
Romanism were introduced that the decay of the 
Church began. 

The sacerdotal theory of the Christian ministry 
and the claim for a monarchical authority for the 
episcopate were first seriously advanced by Cyprian, 
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Bishop of Carthage, who died in the year 258. These 
views were advanced as a means of resisting 
the claims of Montanists, who carried spiritual 
freedom to an extent that seemed dangerous to 
ecclesiastical minds. But Cyprian acknowledged 
no superiority of one bishop over another, and 
does not hesitate to rebuke the Bishop of Rome 
for a decision that he considered to be erroneous. 
The first important step towards the establishment 
of the Papacy was taken at the Council of Sardis 
in. 343... Chen. for the: first. time’ the ‘precedcenae 
among equals, which had long been conceded to 
the Bishop of Rome as the Bishop of the capital 
of the Empire, was turned into a claim of authority. 
Gregory the Great, one of the greatest in the whole 
series of the Popes, asserted the equality of the 
patriarchs, withstood the claim of the Bishop of 
Constantinople to the title of universal bishop, and 
rejected such a designation for himself. A great 
step forward was taken in establishing the supremacy 
of the Pope by the publication of the famous 
Isidorian Decretals, which professed to be a series 
of letters to and from the early Popes, by which the ~ 
claims to the universal sovereignty of the Bishop 
of Rome was confirmed. It is now universally 
acknowledged that these Decretals are forgeries, 
and yet when their genuineness was challenged at 
the time the Pope professed to have the originals 
in his possession. The next great influence in ad- 
vancing the pretensions of the Papacy was the genius 
of Hildebrand, Pope Gregory VII., who in his conflicts 
with the Emperor over the question of the Investi- 
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tures claimed to have authority over temporal rulers, 
and the right to absolve their subjects from their 
allegiance. Yet in the next century Bernard of 
Clairvaux does not hesitate to lecture Eugenius on 
his character and conduct in a way that shows that 
he had not the ideas of the Pope’s position that are 
now regarded as established. 

In the year 1302, Pope Boniface VIII. published his 
famous bull, Uxam Sanctam, in which he asserted, 
in their most extreme and violent form, the claims 
of the Pope to authority over all human affairs. This 
bull has never been recalled, and while it is accepted 
there is really no limit to papal authority over every 
department of human life. In 1415 the Council of 
Constance made a vigorous effort to restrain the 
growing arrogance of the Pope, and to assert the 
supreme authority of Councils, but without much 
abiding effect. In 1633, Pope Urban claimed 
authority over the facts of science by condemning 
Galileo for teaching that the earth goes round the 
sun, and compelled him by fear of torture and death 
to recant that teaching; so that if the Pope is infal- 
lible, then, notwithstanding the accepted teaching of 
astronomy, the sun must be revolving round the earth 
once every day. Two further steps finished the 
journey the Pope had been taking. In 1854, Pius 
asserted his right to add new doctrines to the faith 
ofthe Church by promulgating, on his own authority, 
the doctrine of the Immaculate Conception of the 
Virgin; and in 1870 the Vatican Council formally pro- 
claimed him infallible. So bysuch a succession of steps 
the authority in the Church, which in the primitive 
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Church rested with the members and with the office- 
bearers appointed by them, passed into the hands of 
one who claims infallible divine authority over them. 

In a similar way the doctrines of the Church have 
been transformed from their primitive simplicity and 
purity into a form in which no Christian of the early 
ages could possibly recognise them. The two sacra- 
ments recognised by the New Testament have been 
entirely altered in their significance, and have five 
others added to them. Baptism, from being the sign 
by which admission into the Church has been recog- 
nised, has become a means by which the actual 
regeneration of the soul takes place. The Lord’s 
Supper has been changed in a still more appalling 
way. Inthe New Testament it is a simple ordinance 
by which the death of Christ is commemorated, and 
that commemoration Is its principal significance, Christ 
being spiritually present and partaken by faith. Pope 
Gelasius, in the fifth century, says that the symbols do 
not cease, when used in the ordinance, to be in their 
substance bread and wine. But figurative language 
of an extravagant character began to be used of the 
ordinance, which was taken literally afterwards in a 
way that would have astonished those who first used 
it. The controversy was really inaugurated in 844 by 
Radbertus, who first taught what is now the accepted 
doctrine of the Roman Catholic Church. But he was 
opposed by many of the ablest theologians, among 
them the celebrated John Scotus Erigena. It was 
not till the meeting of the fourth Lateran Council in 
I215 that the doctrine of Transubstantiation was 
made an article of faith. 
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It was the same Council that made auricular 
confession obligatory, a practice that was unknown 
in the early Church, and which has had such 
a degenerating influence on Roman Catholic 
nations, 

The early pastors of the Christian Church were 
generally married men, therein following the 
example of most of the apostles. For a thousand 
years it was the general practice, though the un- 
scriptural doctrine that the celibate life was a higher 
type of life than the married had been zealously 
propagated by the advocates of monasticism. When 
Gregory VII. came to the papal throne the majority 
of the priests were married men. Gregory made it 
one of the great aims of his reign to put an end to 
this state of things. He wished to subjugate the 
laity absolutely to the dominion of the clergy, and 
the civil authorities to the Papacy. To accomplish 
this he needed a militia upon whom he could 
absolutely depend. So he determined to isolate the 
clergy as far as possible from all human ties that 
would tend to keep them from being willing instru- 
ments in his hands. He therefore set his face 
against the marriage of the priests, and proclaimed 
that those priests who were married were living in 
adultery, and should be treated as such. His object 
in all this was avowed. He said— The Church 
could not be freed from servitude to the laity till 
the clergy were freed from their wives.” Since 
his time the theory has been accepted, though 
the practice has often been very different from the 
theory. 
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In the New Testament the mother of our Lord 
occupies a very modest place. In the ordinary 
worship of the average Roman Catholic she has 
taken the place of all the persons of the Trinity, and 
has a worship indistinguishable in practice, whatever 
it may be in theory, from that rendered to God. 
Undue reverence to Mary was strongly opposed by 
Augustine, by Anselm, by Bernard, by Thomas 
Aquinas, who are among the most revered names in 
the history of the Church. And yet a man like 
Pius Ix. could, with the general approval of the 
Church, proclaim on his own authority the doctrine 
of herimmaculate conception. The trend of things in 
the Church of Rome seems to indicate that before 
long the Pope will proclaim as an article of faith her 
assumption to heaven. 

The constant repetition of the “Hail Mary,” 
which forms so prominent a part of the devotions 
of Roman Catholics, was unknown for more than 
a thousand years after Christ. It came into use 
in the end of the eleventh and the beginning of 
the twelfth centuries. The use of the rosary 
to count the repetitions came still later, being 
introduced from the Mohammedans, who learned it 
from the Buddhists. 

Many of the distinctive doctrines of Romanism 
were declared articles of faith by the Council of 
Trent in the sixteenth century. But we have given 
enough examples of these developments to show 
that Romanism is not primitive Christianity. 

Theology must, like every other science, be pro- 
eressive if it is to live. It should be leading us to 
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fuller and richer conceptions of truth, as men study 
the Word of God under the promised guidance of 
the Holy Spirit, and the history of the Church and 
the progress of human knowledge should act as 
means of enabling us to revise our interpretations 
of God’s Word. But the conditions of salvation 
cannot be progressive. They must be the same 
to-day as they were in the time of Christ. When 
He was on earth, and when His apostles were 
preaching Him after His ascension, there can be 
no doubt what were the conditions of salvation. 
They are stated with unmistakable clearness in the 
New Testament. Men were then saved by God’s 
‘free grace through faith in Christ, a faith that proved 
its genuineness by transforming the life of the 
believer. The Apostle Paul protested with the 
utmost vehemence against the thought that a man 
can by his own works do anything to save himself. 
We are asked by the Church of Rome, as the result 
of a development such as I have tried to trace in 
these articles, to believe that the doctrines taught 
by Christ and His apostles have now become soul- 
damning heresy, and that a man can only be saved 
by accepting as divine truth a development part of 
which is now known to be the result of barefaced 
forgeries, and much of which is utterly inconsistent 
with the fundamenta lteaching of the divine revela- 
tion with which that development professes to start. 
Protestants prefer to take their stand on the side 
of Jesus Christ and His apostles rather than trust 
their salvation to an unscriptural system that took 
eighteen hundred years to reach its present form, 
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and which received some of its most important 
developments from such a man as Pius 1x. The 
salvation of the Church must be found in its return 
to the simplicity and purity of the teaching of Christ 
and His apostles. 
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